The World Justice Project/Rule of Law Index 2012 by Stojanovski, Strasko & Denkova, Jadranka
!e World Justice Project
Rule of Law Index™
2010
The World Justice Project | Rule of Law Index®
Mark David Agrast
Juan Carlos Botero
Joel Martinez
Alejandro Ponce
Christine S. Pratt
2012
!e World Justice Project
Rule of Law Index™
2010
Mark David Agrast
Juan Carlos Botero
Joel Martinez
Alejandro Ponce
Christine S. Pratt
With the collaboration of: 
Kelly Roberts
2012
The World Justice Project | Rule of Law Index®
The World Justice Project
Board of Directors: Sheikha Abdulla Al-Misnad, Emil Constantinescu, Ashraf Ghani, William C. Hubbard, Suet-Fern Lee, Mondli Makhanya, 
William H. Neukom, Ellen Gracie Northfleet, James R. Silkenat.
Officers: William C. Hubbard, Chairman of the Board; William H. Neukom, Founder, President & CEO; Deborah Enix-Ross, Vice President; 
Suzanne E. Gilbert, Vice President; James R. Silkenat, Director & Vice President; Lawrence B. Bailey, Secretary and Treasurer; Gerold W. Libby, 
General Counsel.
Executive Director: Juan Carlos Botero.
Chief Research Officer: Alejandro Ponce
Rule of Law Index 2012 Team: Mark David Agrast, Chair; Juan Carlos Botero, Executive Director; Alejandro Ponce, Chief Research Officer; Joel 
Martinez; Christine S. Pratt; Kelly Roberts; Joshua Steele; Sophie Barral; Alexander E. Davis; Sharanbir S. Grewal; Eric C. Black; Angeles Melano 
Paz; Chantal V. Bright; Alejandro Mahecha; Paula F. Guevara; Jose Caballero; Victoria Norelid. 
The WJP Rule of Law Index® 2012 report was made possible by generous support from:
William H. Neukom & Neukom Family Foundation and the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation.
And from the Allen & Overy Foundation; Allen & Overy LLP; American Bar Association; American Bar Association Criminal Justice Section; 
American Bar Association Health Law Section; American Bar Association Judicial Division; American Bar Association Section of Administrative 
Law and Regulatory Practice; American Bar Association Section of Antitrust Law; American Bar Association Business Law Section; American Bar 
Association Section of Dispute Resolution; American Bar Association Section of Environment, Energy, and Resources; American Bar Association 
Section of Individual Rights and Responsibilities; American Bar Association Section of Intellectual Property Law; American Bar Association 
Section of International Law; American Bar Association Section of Labor and Employment Law; American Bar Association Section of Litigation; 
American Bar Association Section of Real Property, Trust and Estate Law; American Bar Association Section of State and Local Government 
Law; American Bar Association Section of Taxation; Anonymous; Boies, Schiller & Flexner, LLP; The Boeing Company; Carnegie Corporation 
of New York; Chase Family Philanthropic Fund; Cochingyan & Peralta Law Offices; Drinker Biddle & Reath LLP; E. I. du Pont de Nemours and 
Company; Eastminster Presbyterian Church; The Edward John and Patricia Rosenwald Foundation; The Ewing Marion Kauffman Foundation; 
Ford Foundation; Fulbright & Jaworski LLP; Garrigues LLP; GE Foundation; General Electric Company; Gómez-Acebo & Pombo; Google, Inc.; 
Gordon and Betty Moore Foundation; Haynes and Boone, LLP; Hewlett-Packard Company; Holland & Knight LLP; Hunton & Williams; Intel 
Corporation; Irish Aid; Johnson & Johnson; Judson Family Fund at The Seattle Foundation; K&L Gates; LexisNexis; Major, Lindsey & Africa; 
Mason, Hayes+Curran; McKinsey & Company, Inc.; Merck & Co., Inc.; Microsoft Corporation; National Endowment for Democracy; Nelson 
Mullins Riley & Scarborough LLP; Oak Foundation; PepsiCo; Roca Junyent; Society of the Cincinnati; Sullivan & Cromwell LLP; SyCip Salazar 
Hernandez & Gatmaitan; Texas Instruments, Inc.; Troutman Sanders LLP; Turner Freeman Lawyers; U.S. Chamber of Commerce & Related 
Entities; Uría Menéndez; Viacom International, Inc.; Wal-Mart Stores, Inc.; Welsh, Carson, Anderson & Stowe; White & Case LLP; William and 
Flora Hewlett Foundation; Winston & Strawn LLP; and individual supporters listed in the last section of this report.
ISBN (print version): 978-0-9882846-2-3   ISBN (online version): 978-0-9882846-3-0
Copyright 2012 by The World Justice Project. The WJP Rule of Law Index and The World Justice Project Rule of Law Index are trademarks of The 
World Justice Project. All rights reserved. Requests to reproduce this document should be sent to Alejandro Ponce, the World Justice Project, 740 
Fifteenth Street, N.W. 2nd Floor, Washington, D.C. 20005 U.S.A. E-mail: poncea@wjpnet.org
Graphic design: Joshua Steele.
Suggested citation: Agrast, M., Botero, J., Martinez, J., Ponce, A., & Pratt, C. WJP Rule of Law Index® 2012. Washington, D.C.: The World Justice 
Project.20
12
 | 
Th
e 
W
JP
 R
ul
e 
of
 L
aw
 In
de
x
II
1 |  Preface
2 |  Executive Summary
5 |  Part I: Constructing the WJP Index
22 |  Part II: The Rule of Law Around the World
24 | Regional Highlights
57 | Country Profiles
156 | Data Tables
182 | Data Notes
191 | Part III: Statistical Audit
201 | Part IV: Contributing Experts
229 |  Part V: Acknowledgments
233 |  About The World Justice Project
Contents

The goal of The World Justice Project (WJP) is to advance the rule of law around the world. 
Establishing the rule of law is fundamental to achieving communities of opportunity and equity 
- communities that offer sustainable economic development, accountable government, and 
respect for fundamental rights. Without the rule of law, medicines do not reach health facilities 
due to corruption; women in rural areas remain unaware of their rights; people are killed in 
FULPLQDOYLROHQFHDQG¿UPV¶FRVWVLQFUHDVHEHFDXVHRIH[SURSULDWLRQULVN7KHUXOHRIODZLV
WKHNH\WRLPSURYLQJSXEOLFKHDOWKVDIHJXDUGLQJSDUWLFLSDWLRQHQVXULQJVHFXULW\DQG¿JKWLQJ
poverty. 
Strengthening the rule of law is a major goal of governments, donors, businesses, and civil 
society organizations around the world. To be effective, however, rule of law development 
requires clarity about the fundamental features of the rule of law as well as an adequate basis for 
its evaluation and measurement. Against this backdrop, the World Justice Project has developed 
the WJP Rule of Law Index– a quantitative assessment tool designed to offer a comprehensive 
picture of the extent to which countries adhere to the rule of law in practice. The WJP Rule 
of Law Index 2012UHSRUWWKHWKLUGLQDQDQQXDOVHULHVEXLOGVRQ¿YH\HDUVRIGHYHORSPHQW
intensive consultation, and vetting with academics, practitioners, and community leaders 
IURPRYHUFRXQWULHVDQGSURIHVVLRQDOGLVFLSOLQHV7KLV\HDU¶VUHSRUWLQWURGXFHVWKHGDWD
UHVXOWVDQG,QGH[VFRUHVIRUFRXQWULHVWRJHWKHUZLWKNH\¿QGLQJVDQGEDFNJURXQGRQWKH
development of the Index and its methodology. 
The WJP Rule of Law Index 2012 looks at 48 rule of law indicators organized 
around nine conceptual dimensions: limited government powers; absence 
of corruption; order and security; fundamental rights; open government; 
regulatory enforcement; civil justice; criminal justice; and informal justice. 
The Index scores and rankings are constructed from over 400 variables drawn 
from two original sources of data collected from independent sources by the 
World Justice Project in each country: a General Population Poll (GPP) and a 
VHULHVRI4XDOL¿HG5HVSRQGHQWV¶4XHVWLRQQDLUHV4547RGDWHRYHU
people and 2,500 experts from around the world have participated in this 
project. 
The Index is intended for a broad audience of policy-makers, civil society, practitioners, 
academics, and other constituencies. The rule of law is not the rule of lawyers and judges. All 
elements of society are stakeholders in the rule of law. It is our hope that over time, this tool 
will help identify strengths and weaknesses in each country under review and encourage policy 
choices that advance the rule of law.
Preface
“The rule of law is the foundation for communities of opportunity and equity—it is the predicate for 
the eradication of poverty, violence, corruption, pandemics, and other threats to civil society.”
WILLIAM H. NEUKOM, FOUNDER, PRESIDENT AND CEO OF  
THE WORLD JUSTICE PROJECT
97
countries  
covered
More than
97,000
people and
2,500
experts participated
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The Index provides new data on nine 
dimensions of the rule of law: 
1. Limited government powers
2. Absence of corruption
3. Order and security
4. Fundamental rights
5. Open government
6. Regulatory enforcement
7. Civil justice
8. Criminal justice
9. Informal justice
These nine dimensions, or factors, 
are further disaggregated into 48 
sub-factors. The scores of these 
sub-factors are built from over 400 
variables drawn from assessments of 
the general public (1,000 respondents 
per country) and local legal experts.1 
The outcome of this exercise is one of 
WKH ZRUOG¶V PRVW FRPSUHKHQVLYH GDWD
sets measuring the extent to which 
countries adhere to the rule of law - not 
in theory but in practice.
1  We are grateful for the generous engagement of the over 2,500 
academics and practitioners around the world who contributed their time 
DQGH[SHUWLVHWRWKHTXDOL¿HGUHVSRQGHQWV¶TXHVWLRQQDLUHVDQGWKH
individuals who participated in the general population poll.
The WJP Rule of Law Index is a 
quantitative assessment tool designed 
by the World Justice Project to offer 
a comprehensive picture of the extent 
to which countries adhere to the rule 
of law, not in theory, but in practice. 
The WJP Rule of Law Index is derived 
from a set of principles that constitute 
a working definition of the rule of 
law. Adherence to these principles is 
measured by means of a large set of 
performance indicators that provide a 
comprehensive and multidimensional 
picture of the status of the rule of law 
in each country. 
Rather than looking at laws, actors, 
or institutional arrangements, the 
WJP Rule of Law Index assesses a 
QDWLRQ¶V DGKHUHQFH WR WKH UXOH RI ODZ
by examining practical situations in 
which a rule of law deficit could affect 
the daily lives of ordinary people. For 
instance, the Index evaluates whether 
citizens can access public services 
without the need to bribe a government 
officer; whether a basic dispute among 
neighbors or companies can be resolved 
peacefully and cost-effectively by an 
independent adjudicator; and whether 
people can conduct their daily activities 
without fear of crime or police abuse. 
These are among the common situations 
that occur in the lives of people and that 
are directly influenced by the degree of 
rule of law in the society. 
Executive Summary
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97 countries and jurisdictions.2  These 
countries account for more than 90 
SHUFHQWRIWKHZRUOG¶VSRSXODWLRQ7KLV
\HDU¶VUHSRUWLVEDVHGRQGDWDFROOHFWHG
and analyzed during the second quarter 
of 2012, with the exception of general 
population data for the countries 
indexed in 2011, which was obtained 
during the fall of 2009 and the spring 
of 2011.
It should be noted that because country 
scores are normalized across the entire 
sample of indexed countries and this 
\HDU¶V UHSRUW PHDVXUHV  DGGLWLRQDO
countries that were not included in the 
2011 report, individual country findings 
in the 2012 report are not comparable to 
the results from prior years.
USES OF THE INDEX 
The WJP Rule of Law Index is an 
instrument for strengthening the rule of 
law. It offers reliable, independent, and 
disaggregated information for policy 
makers, businesses, non-governmental 
organizations, and other constituencies 
to:
 » $VVHVVDQDWLRQ¶VDGKHUHQFHWRWKH
rule of law in practice;
 » ,GHQWLI\ D QDWLRQ¶V VWUHQJWKV DQG
weaknesses in comparison to 
similarly situated countries; and
 » Track changes over time.
The WJP Rule of Law Index enters a 
crowded field of indicators on different 
aspects of the rule of law, but it has a 
number of features that set it apart:
2  As used in this volume, “country” includes autonomous jurisdictions, 
such as Hong Kong SAR, China.
DEFINING THE RULE 
OF LAW
As used by the World Justice Project, 
the rule of law refers to a system in 
which the following four universal 
principles are upheld:
I. 7KHJRYHUQPHQWDQGLWVRI¿FLDOV
and agents are accountable under 
the law.
II. The laws are clear, publicized, 
stable, and fair, and protect 
fundamental rights, including the 
security of persons and property.
III. The process by which the laws 
are enacted, administered, and 
enforced is accessible, fair, and 
HI¿FLHQW
IV. Justice is delivered by 
competent, ethical, and 
independent representatives and 
QHXWUDOVZKRDUHRIVXI¿FLHQW
number, have adequate 
UHVRXUFHVDQGUHÀHFWWKHPDNHXS
of the communities they serve.
These principles are derived from 
international sources that enjoy broad 
acceptance across countries with 
differing social, cultural, economic, and 
political systems, and incorporate both 
substantive and procedural elements.
THE WJP RULE OF 
LAW INDEX 2012
This report, the third in an annual series, 
presents the framework of the WJP 
Rule of Law Index and summarizes the 
results and lessons learned during the 
:-3¶V LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ RI WKH ,QGH[ LQ
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dimensions that vary from country to 
country and a combination of sources, 
instruments, and methods. 
ABOUT THE WORLD 
JUSTICE PROJECT 
The World Justice Project (WJP) is an 
independent, non-profit organization 
working to strengthen the rule of law 
throughout the world. It is based on two 
complementary premises: first, the rule 
of law is the foundation for communities 
of opportunity and equity; and second, 
multidisciplinary collaboration is the 
most effective way to advance the rule 
RIODZ7KH:-3¶VZRUNLVEHLQJFDUULHG
out through three complementary and 
mutually reinforcing program areas: 
Research and Scholarship, the World 
Justice Project Rule of Law Index, 
and Mainstreaming through practical 
on-the-ground programs to advance the 
rule of law. The World Justice Project 
engages leaders in countries across 
the globe and from many professional 
disciplines to advance the rule of law. 
Through this multi-pronged approach, 
the Project seeks to spur government 
reforms, develop practical on-the-
ground programs that support the rule 
of law, and increase understanding of 
the importance of the rule of law to 
people and the communities in which 
they live. Further details are provided 
in the last section of this report and at 
www.worldjusticeproject.org.
 » Comprehensiveness: While other 
indices cover aspects of the rule of 
law, they do not yield a full picture 
of rule of law compliance.
 » New data: 7KH ,QGH[ ¿QGLQJV
are based almost entirely on new 
data collected by the WJP from 
independent sources. This contrasts 
it with other indices based on data 
aggregated from third-party sources, 
or on sources that are self-reported 
by governments or other interested 
parties.
 » Rule of law in practice: The Index 
measures adherence to the rule of 
law by looking not to the laws as 
they are written, but rather at how 
they are actually applied in practice.
 » Anchored in actual experiences: 
The Index combines expert opinion 
with rigorous polling of the general 
SXEOLF WR HQVXUH WKDW WKH ¿QGLQJV
UHÀHFW WKH FRQGLWLRQV H[SHULHQFHG
by the population, including 
marginalized sectors of society.
 » Action oriented: Findings are 
presented in disaggregated form, 
identifying strong and weak 
performers across the nine rule-of-
law dimensions examined in each 
country. 
Despite these methodological strengths, 
the findings should be interpreted in 
light of certain inherent limitations. The 
Index is a diagnostic tool that provides 
a general assessment of the health of 
the rule of law in a given country at a 
particular moment in time. It does not 
explain the causes of the conditions 
it describes, nor does it prescribe 
remedies. In addition, no single index 
FDQFRQYH\DIXOOSLFWXUHRIDFRXQWU\¶V
situation. Rule of law analysis requires 
a careful consideration of multiple 
20
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Part I: Constructing the 
WJP Rule of Law Index | 

INTRODUCTION
The WJP Rule of Law Index is an 
innovative quantitative assessment 
tool designed to offer a detailed and 
comprehensive picture of the extent to 
which countries adhere to the rule of law 
in practice. The Index provides new data 
on nine dimensions of the rule of law: 
limited government powers; absence 
of corruption; order and security; 
fundamental rights; open government; 
regulatory enforcement; civil justice; 
criminal justice; and informal justice. 
These nine aggregate indicators 
(factors) are further disaggregated into 
48 specific indicators (sub-factors).
7KH,QGH[ORRNVDWDQDWLRQ¶VDGKHUHQFH
to the rule of law from the bottom up, 
that is, from the perspective of ordinary 
people who are directly affected by the 
degree of rule of law in their societies. 
It examines practical, everyday 
situations, such as whether people can 
access public services without the need 
to bribe a government officer; whether 
a basic dispute among neighbors or 
companies can be resolved peacefully 
and cost-effectively by an independent 
adjudicator; or whether people can 
conduct their daily activities without 
fear of crime or police abuse. Findings 
are based on data derived from a poll 
of the general public and detailed 
questionnaires administered to local 
experts. The WJP Rule of Law Index 
Constructing the  
WJP Rule of Law Index
2012, the third report in an annual 
series, introduces scores and rankings 
for 97 countries. To date, over 2,500 
experts and 97,000 other individuals 
from around the world have participated 
in this project. 
It should be emphasized that the Index 
is intended to be applied in countries 
with vastly differing social, cultural, 
economic, and political systems. No 
society has ever attained - let alone 
sustained - a perfect realization of the 
rule of law. Every nation faces the 
perpetual challenge of building and 
renewing the structures, institutions, 
and norms that can support and sustain 
a rule of law culture.
DEFINING THE RULE 
OF LAW
The design of the Index began with the 
effort to formulate a set of principles that 
would constitute a working definition 
of the rule of law. The principles were 
derived to the extent possible from 
established international standards and 
norms, and informed by a thorough 
review of national constitutions and 
scholarly literature. The principles and 
the factors derived from them were 
tested and refined through extensive 
consultations with experts from around 
the world to ensure, among other 
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things, their cultural competence, and 
to avoid Western, Anglo-American, or 
other biases.
Any effort to define the rule of law 
must grapple with the distinction 
between what scholars call a “thin” or 
minimalist conception of the rule of law 
that focuses on formal, procedural rules, 
and a “thick” conception that includes 
substantive characteristics, such as self-
government and various fundamental 
Box 1 : The rule of law in everyday life
Suppose the owner of a small business has a dispute with a client over a large, unpaid bill. What if her 
only recourse to settle the dispute is through the threat of physical violence? Consider the bridges, 
roads, or runways we traverse daily—or the offices and buildings in which we live, work, and play. What 
if building codes governing their design and safety were not enforced? Or suppose someone broke into 
your home and stole your belongings, and there was no means to reclaim your property and bring the 
perpetrator to justice? Although we may not be aware of it, the rule of law is a profoundly important 
part of our lives. It is the foundation for a system of rules to keep us safe, solve disputes, and enable 
us to prosper. Let’s consider a few examples:
a. Business environment 
Imagine an investor seeking to commit resources abroad. She would probably think twice 
before investing in a country where corruption is rampant, property rights are ill-defined, 
and contracts are difficult to enforce. Uneven enforcement of regulation, corruption, 
insecure property rights, and ineffective means to settle disputes undermine legitimate 
business and drive away both domestic and foreign investment. 
b. Public works 
Safe and reliable physical structures are essential to a thriving economy and an efficient 
society. Yet corrupt practices in the construction process abound, discouraging honest 
practitioners from entering the market through prohibitive bribery and kickback costs. In 
many cases, for instance, it has been alleged that government officials and contractors have 
been complicit in using low-quality materials in order to pocket the surplus. Transparency in 
the procurement process and effectively enforced regulations and safety codes help curtail 
illegal practices and increase the reliability and security of physical infrastructure.
c.  Public health 
Maintaining the physical health of a society is hugely reliant on its health care delivery 
systems. Absenteeism, mismanagement, bribes, and informal payments undermine health 
care delivery and waste scarce resources. Unfortunately, it is in poor countries that people 
are most likely to have to pay bribes to obtain medical attention. As a result, many people do 
not receive adequate medical care.
d. Environment 
Countries around the world have laws to protect the environment. Unfortunately, these 
laws are not always enforced. Weak enforcement of environmental laws can lead to major 
problems, including pollution, deforestation, loss of biodiversity, natural disasters, and poor 
waste management. Effective enforcement and appropriate management are useful tools 
in protecting the environment and public health without unduly constraining economic 
development. Adherence to the rule of law is essential to hold the government, businesses, 
civil society organizations, and communities accountable for sound environmental policies.
The rule of law affects all of us in our everyday lives. It is not important only to lawyers and judges; 
it matters to businessmen, builders, consumers, doctors, and journalists. Every sector of society is a 
stakeholder in the rule of law.2
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 » The principles address the extent 
to which a country provides for 
fair participation in the making of 
the laws—certainly an essential 
attribute of self-government. But the 
principles do not address the further 
question of whether the laws are 
enacted by democratically elected 
representatives.
 » The principles address the extent 
to which a country protects 
fundamental human rights. But 
given the impossibility of assessing 
adherence to the full panoply of civil, 
political, economic, social, cultural, 
and environmental rights recognized 
in the Universal Declaration, the 
principles treat a more modest 
menu of rights, primarily civil and 
SROLWLFDOWKDWDUH¿UPO\HVWDEOLVKHG
under international law and bear the 
most immediate relationship to rule 
of law concerns.
 » The principles address access to 
MXVWLFH EXW FKLHÀ\ LQ WHUPV RI
access to legal representation and 
access to the courts, rather than 
in the “thicker” sense in which 
access to justice is sometimes seen 
as synonymous with broad legal 
empowerment of the poor and 
rights and freedoms. On the one hand, 
it was felt that if the Index was to have 
utility and gain wide acceptance, the 
definition must be broadly applicable 
to many types of social and political 
systems, including some which lack 
many of the features that characterize 
democratic nations. On the other hand, it 
was recognized that the rule of law must 
be more than merely a system of rules 
- that indeed, a system of positive law 
that fails to respect core human rights 
guaranteed under international law is at 
best “rule by law”, and does not deserve 
to be called a rule of law system. In the 
words of Arthur Chaskalson, former 
Chief Justice of South Africa,
[T]he apartheid government, its oﬃcers and 
agents were accountable in accordance with 
the laws; the laws were clear; publicized, and 
stable, and were upheld by law enforcement 
oﬃcials and judges. What was missing was the 
substantive component of the rule of law. The 
process by which the laws were made was not 
fair (only whites, a minority of the population, 
had the vote). And the laws themselves were not 
fair. They institutionalized discrimination, vested 
broad discretionary powers in the executive, and 
failed to protect fundamental rights. Without a 
substantive content there would be no answer to 
the criticism, sometimes voiced, that the rule of 
law is ‘an empty vessel into which any law could 
be poured.’ 
The four “universal principles” that 
emerged from our deliberations are 
featured in Box 2. 
These principles represent an effort to 
strike a balance between thinner and 
thicker conceptions of the rule of law, 
incorporating both substantive and 
procedural elements - a decision which 
was broadly endorsed by the many 
international experts with whom we 
have consulted. A few examples may be 
instructive:
Box 2 : Four Universal Principles of the Rule of Law 
The WJP uses a working definition of the rule of law 
based on four universal principles:
 > The government and its officials and agents are 
accountable under the law.
 > The laws are clear, publicized, stable and fair, and 
protect fundamental rights, including the security 
of persons and property.
 > The process by which the laws are enacted, 
administered and enforced is accessible, fair and 
efficient.
 > Justice is delivered by competent, ethical, and 
independent representatives and neutrals who are 
of sufficient number, have adequate resources, and 
reflect the makeup of the communities they serve.
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may interact with each other in 
multiple ways. For example, concrete 
improvements in one dimension of 
the rule of law may affect societies in 
more than one way, depending on the 
prevailing cultural and institutional 
environments. It is our hope that by 
providing data on nine independent 
dimensions of the rule of law, the Index 
will become a useful tool for academics 
and other constituencies to further our 
understanding of these interactions.
THE 2012 WJP RULE 
OF LAW INDEX
The WJP Rule of Law Index 
measures adherence to the rule of law 
principles through a comprehensive 
and multidimensional set of outcome 
indicators that reveal the extent to 
which these principles are observed in 
practice. The 2012 Index comprises nine 
aggregate indicators (or factors). The 
factors are further disaggregated into 
48 specific indicators (or sub-factors). 
These indicators are presented in 
the table on the following page and 
described in detail in the section below.
Limited Government Powers
Factor 1 measures the extent to which 
those who govern are bound by law. It 
comprises the means, both constitutional 
and institutional, by which the powers 
of the government and its officials and 
agents are limited and by which they 
are held accountable under the law. It 
also includes nongovernmental checks 
RQ WKH JRYHUQPHQW¶V SRZHU VXFK DV D
free and independent press. 
disfranchised. Delivery of justice in 
this more limited sense is a critical 
cornerstone for the implementation 
of policies and rights that empower 
the poor. 
In limiting the scope of the principles in 
this fashion, we do not wish to suggest 
any disagreement with a more robust 
and inclusive vision of self-government, 
fundamental rights, or access to justice, 
all of which are addressed in other 
important and influential indices, as 
well as in various papers developed 
by WJP scholars. Indeed, it is among 
the premises of the project as a whole 
that a healthy rule of law is critical to 
advancing such goals. 
0RUHRYHUWKH:-3¶VFRQFHSWLRQRIWKH
rule of law is not incompatible with the 
notion that these universal principles 
Box 3 : Updates to the Conceptual Framework
The WJP Rule of Law Index 2012 report introduces several 
conceptual changes. First, several sub-factors from the 
Index 2011 report have been adjusted in the Index 2012 
report: sub-factor 7.1 (people are aware of available 
remedies), sub-factor 7.2 (people can access and afford 
legal advice and representation), and sub-factor 7.3 
(people can access and afford civil courts) from the 
Index 2011 report have been merged to form sub-factor 
7.1 (people have access to affordable civil justice) of 
the current report. Second, sub-factor 5.1 (the laws are 
comprehensible to the public) and sub-factor 5.2 (the 
laws are publicized and widely accessible) have been 
combined into sub-factor 5.1 (the laws are publicized 
and accessible) of this year’s report. Similarly, sub-
factor 5.5 (official drafts of laws are available to the 
public) and sub-factor 5.6 (official information is 
available to the public) have been merged into sub-
factor 5.4 (official information is available on request). 
Third, for the first time data has been collected on sub-
factor 2.4 (government officials in the legislative branch 
do not use public office for private gain). Finally, in the 
measurement of Factor 2 (Absence of Corruption), 
several variables related to the crime of embezzlement 
have been incorporated into the Index.2
01
2 
| T
he
 W
JP
 R
ul
e 
of
 L
aw
 In
de
x
10
THE WORLD JUSTICE PROJECT RULE OF LAW INDEX
The rule of law is a system in which the following four universal principles are upheld:
 > The government and its officials and agents are accountable under the law.
 > The laws are clear, publicized, stable and fair, and protect fundamental rights, including the security of 
persons and property.
 > The process by which the laws are enacted, administered, and enforced is accessible, efficient, and fair.
 > Justice is delivered by competent, ethical, and independent representatives and neutrals who are of 
sufficient number, have adequate resources, and reflect the makeup of the communities they serve.
These four universal principles which comprise the WJP’s notion of the rule of law are further developed in 
the nine factors of the WJP Rule of Law Index.
Factors & Sub-Factors
FACTOR 6: Regulatory Enforcement
6.1 Government regulations are eﬀectively enforced
6.2 Government regulations are applied and enforced without improper influence
6.3 Administrative proceedings are conducted  without unreasonable delay
6.4 Due process is respected in administrative proceedings
6.5 The Government does not expropriate without adequate compensation
FACTOR 7: Civil Justice
7.1 People can access and aﬀord civil justice
7.2 Civil justice is free of discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of corruption
7.4 Civil justice is free of improper government influence
7.5 Civil justice is not subject to unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, impartial, and eﬀective
FACTOR 8: Criminal Justice
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication system is timely and eﬀective
8.3 Correctional system is eﬀective in reducing criminal behavior
8.4 Criminal system is impartial
8.5 Criminal system is free of corruption
8.6 Criminal system is free of improper government influence
8.7 Due process of law and rights of the accused
FACTOR 9: Informal Justice
9.1 Informal justice is timely and eﬀective
9.2 Informal justice is impartial and free of improper influence
9.3 Informal justice respects and protects fundamental rights
FACTOR 1: Limited Government Powers
1.1 Government powers are defined in the fundamental law
1.2 Government powers are eﬀectively limited by the legislature
1.3 Government powers are eﬀectively limited by the judiciary
1.4 Government powers are eﬀectively limited by independent auditing and review
1.5 Government oﬃcials are sanctioned for misconduct
1.6 Government powers are subject to non-governmental checks
1.7 Transition of power is subject to the law
FACTOR 2: Absence of Corruption
2.1 Government oﬃcials in the executive branch do not use public oﬃce for private gain
2.2 Government oﬃcials in the judicial branch do not use public oﬃce for private gain
2.3 Government oﬃcials in the police and the military do not use public oﬃce for private gain
2.4 Government oﬃcials in the legislative branch do not use public oﬃce for private gain
FACTOR 3: Order and Security
3.1 Crime is eﬀectively controlled
3.2 Civil conflict is eﬀectively limited
3.3 People do not resort to violence to redress personal grievances
FACTOR 4: Fundamental Rights
4.1 Equal treatment and absence of discrimination
4.2 The right to life and security of the person is eﬀectively guaranteed
4.3 Due process of law and rights of the accused
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression is eﬀectively guaranteed
4.5 Freedom of belief and religion is eﬀectively guaranteed
4.6 Freedom from arbitrary interference with privacy is eﬀectively guaranteed
4.7 Freedom of assembly and association is eﬀectively guaranteed
4.8 Fundamental labor rights are eﬀectively guaranteed
FACTOR 5: Open Government
5.1 The laws are publicized and  accessible
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right to petition the government and public participation
5.4 Oﬃcial information is available on request
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of powers, nor are they necessarily 
codified in law. What is essential is 
that authority is distributed, whether 
by formal rules or by convention, in 
a manner that ensures that no single 
organ of government has the practical 
ability to exercise unchecked power.1 
1  The Index does not address the further question of whether the laws are 
enacted by democratically elected representatives.
Box 4 : The WJP Rule of Law Index methodology in a nutshell
The production of the WJP Rule of Law Index may be summarized in ten steps:
1. The WJP developed the conceptual framework summarized in the Index’s 9 factors and 48 
sub-factors, in consultation with academics, practitioners, and community leaders from 
around the world.
2. The Index team developed a set of five questionnaires based on the Index’s conceptual 
framework, to be administered to experts and the general public. Questionnaires were 
translated into several languages and adapted to reflect commonly used terms and 
expressions. 
3. The team identified, on average, more than 300 potential local experts per country to 
respond to the qualified respondents’ questionnaires, and engaged the services of leading 
local polling companies.
4. Polling companies conducted pre-test pilot surveys of the general public in consultation with 
the Index team, and launched the final survey.
5. The team sent the questionnaires to local experts and engaged in continual interaction with 
them.
6. The Index team collected and mapped the data onto the 48 sub-factors.
7. The Index team constructed the final scores using a five-step process:
a. Codified the questionnaire items as numeric values.
b. Produced raw country scores by aggregating the responses from several individuals 
(experts or general public).
c. Normalized the raw scores.
d. Aggregated the normalized scores into sub-factors and factors using simple averages.
e. Produced the final rankings using the normalized scores.
8. The data were subject to a series of tests to identify possible biases and errors. For example, 
the Index team cross-checked all sub-factors against more than 60 third-party sources, 
including quantitative data and qualitative assessments drawn from local and international 
organizations.
9. A sensitivity analysis was conducted by the Econometrics and Applied Statistics Unit of the 
European Commission’s Joint Research Centre, in collaboration with the Index team, to assess 
the statistical reliability of the results.
10. Finally, the data were organized into country reports, tables, and figures to facilitate their 
presentation and interpretation.
This factor is particularly difficult 
to measure in a standardized manner 
across countries, since there is no single 
formula for the proper distribution of 
powers among organs of the government 
to ensure that each is held in check. 
Governmental checks take many 
forms; they do not operate solely in 
systems marked by a formal separation 
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The first sub-factor measures the 
effective limitation of government 
powers in the fundamental law, including 
provisions that prohibit constitutional 
amendments and suspensions of 
constitutional rights and privileges 
except in accordance with the rules and 
procedures provided in the fundamental 
law itself. The remaining six 
sub-factors address the effectiveness of 
the institutional checks on government 
power by the legislature, the judiciary, 
and independent auditing and review 
agencies2; whether government officials 
are sanctioned for misconduct; and the 
effectiveness of non-governmental 
oversight by the media and civil 
society, which serve an important role 
in monitoring government actions and 
holding officials accountable. The 
last sub-factor concerns the extent to 
which transitions of power occur in 
accordance with the law. This sub-factor 
does not address the issue of whether 
transitions of political power take place 
through democratic elections. Rather, 
it examines whether the rules for the 
orderly transfer of power are actually 
observed. This sub-factor looks at 
the prevalence of electoral fraud and 
intimidation (for those countries in 
which elections are held), the frequency 
RIFRXSVG¶pWDWVDQGWKHH[WHQWWRZKLFK
transition processes are open to public 
scrutiny.  
Absence of Corruption
Factor 2 measures the absence of 
corruption. The Index considers three 
 7KLVLQFOXGHVDZLGHUDQJHRILQVWLWXWLRQVIURP¿QDQFLDOFRPSWUROOHUV
and auditing agencies to the diverse array of entities that monitor human 
rights compliance (e.g. “Human Rights Defender”, “Ombudsman”, 
³3HRSOH¶V$GYRFDWH´³'HIHQVRUGHO3XHEOR´³2XYLGRULD´³+XPDQ5LJKWV
&RPPLVVLRQHU´³®LJXVNDQWVOHU´³0pGLDWHXUGHOD5pSXEOLTXH´³&LWL]HQ¶V
Advocate”, “Avocatul Poporului”). In some countries these functions are 
SHUIRUPHGE\MXGJHVRURWKHUVWDWHRI¿FLDOVLQRWKHUVWKH\DUHFDUULHGRXWE\
independent agencies.
forms of corruption: bribery, improper 
influence by public or private interests, 
and misappropriation of public funds or 
other resources. 
These three forms of corruption are 
examined with respect to government 
officers in the executive branch 
(including the police and the military), 
and those in the judiciary and the 
legislature. This factor encompasses 
a wide range of possible situations in 
which corruption - from petty bribery 
to major kinds of fraud - can occur, 
including the provision of public 
services, procurement procedures, 
and administrative enforcement of 
environmental, labor, and health and 
safety regulations, among others.
Order and Security
)DFWRUPHDVXUHVKRZZHOOWKHVRFLHW\
assures the security of persons and 
property. Security is one of the defining 
aspects of any rule of law society and a 
fundamental function of the state. It is 
also a precondition for the realization 
of the rights and freedoms that the rule 
of law seeks to advance.
This factor includes three dimensions: 
absence of crime (particularly 
conventional crime); absence of 
political violence (including terrorism, 
armed conflict, and political unrest); 
and absence of violence as a socially 
acceptable means to redress personal 
grievances.  
Fundamental Rights
Factor 4 measures protection of 
 ,QWKLVFDWHJRU\ZHLQFOXGHPHDVXUHVRIFULPLQDOYLFWLPL]DWLRQVXFKDV
homicide, kidnapping, burglary, armed robbery, extortion, and fraud. 
PA
R
T I: C
O
N
STR
U
C
TIN
G
 TH
E W
JP R
U
LE O
F LA
W
 IN
D
EX
 |  
13
fundamental human rights. It recognizes 
that the rule of law must be more than 
merely a system of rules - that indeed, 
a system of positive law that fails to 
respect core human rights established 
under international law is at best “rule 
by law”, and does not deserve to be 
called a rule of law system.
More than 60 years after its adoption, 
the Universal Declaration remains 
the touchstone for determining which 
rights may be considered fundamental, 
even as newer rights continue to emerge 
and gain acceptance. At WJP regional 
meetings conducted from 2008 to 2011, 
there was spirited discussion over 
which rights should be encompassed 
within the Index. Many urged that the 
list be confined to civil and political 
rights, particularly freedom of thought 
and opinion, which bear an essential 
relationship to the rule of law itself. 
Others argued for a broader treatment 
that would encompass social, economic, 
and cultural rights. 
Although the debate may never be 
fully resolved, it was determined as a 
practical matter that since there are 
many other indices that address human 
rights in all of these dimensions, and 
as it would be impossible for the Index 
to assess adherence to the full range 
of rights, the Index should focus on a 
relatively modest menu of rights that are 
firmly established under international 
law and are most closely related to rule 
of law concerns. Accordingly, Factor 4 
covers effective enforcement of laws 
that ensure equal protection4; freedom 
4  The laws can be fair only if they do not make arbitrary or irrational 
GLVWLQFWLRQVEDVHGRQHFRQRPLFRUVRFLDOVWDWXV²WKHODWWHUGH¿QHGWRLQFOXGH
race, color, ethnic or social origin, caste, nationality, alienage, religion, 
ODQJXDJHSROLWLFDORSLQLRQRUDI¿OLDWLRQJHQGHUPDULWDOVWDWXVVH[XDO
orientation or gender identity, age, and disability. It must be acknowledged 
that for some societies, including some traditional societies, certain of 
these categories may be problematic. In addition, there may be differences 
both within and among such societies as to whether a given distinction is 
of thought, religion, and expression; 
freedom of assembly and association; 
fundamental labor rights (including 
the right to collective bargaining, the 
prohibition of forced and child labor, 
and the elimination of discrimination)5; 
the rights to privacy and religion; the 
right to life and security of the person6; 
and due process of law and the rights of 
the accused.7
Open government
Factor 5 measures open government, 
which is essential to political 
participation and access to information, 
empowering citizens to voice their 
concerns and demand accountability 
from their government.
This factor measures the extent to which 
the society has clear, publicized, and 
stable laws; whether administrative 
proceedings are open to public 
SDUWLFLSDWLRQ DQG ZKHWKHU RI¿FLDO
information, including drafts of laws and 
regulations, is available to the public.
The first of these elements relates to 
the clarity, publicity, and stability that 
are required for the public to know 
what the law is and what conduct 
is permitted and prohibited. The 
law must be comprehensible and its 
DUELWUDU\RULUUDWLRQDO'HVSLWHWKHVHGLI¿FXOWLHVLWZDVGHWHUPLQHGWKDWRQO\
an inclusive list would accord full respect to the principles of equality and 
non-discrimination embodied in the Universal Declaration and emerging 
norms of international law.
5  Sub-factor 4.8 includes the four fundamental principles recognized 
by the ILO Declaration on Fundamental Principles and Rights at Work of 
1998: (1) the freedom of association and the effective recognition of the 
right to collective bargaining; (2) the elimination of all forms of forced 
RUFRPSXOVRU\ODERUWKHHIIHFWLYHDEROLWLRQRIFKLOGODERUDQGWKH
elimination of discrimination in respect of employment and occupation.
6  Sub-factor 4.2 concerns police brutality and other abuses—including 
arbitrary detention, torture and extrajudicial execution—perpetrated by 
agents of the state against criminal suspects, political dissidents, members of 
the media, and ordinary people.
7  This includes the presumption of innocence and the opportunity to 
submit and challenge evidence before public proceedings; freedom from 
arbitrary arrest, detention, torture and abusive treatment; and access to legal 
counsel and translators.
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meaning sufficiently clear, publicized, 
and explained to the general public 
in plain language for them to be able 
to abide by it. This is one of the most 
basic preconditions for achieving 
and maintaining a rule of law society 
capable of guaranteeing public order, 
personal security, and fundamental 
rights.
The second element encompasses 
the opportunity to participate in the 
process by which the laws are made 
and administered. Among the indicia of 
participation are: whether people have 
the ability to petition the government; 
whether proceedings are held with 
timely notice and are open to the public; 
and whether drafts of legislation, 
records of legislative and administrative 
proceedings, and other kinds of official 
information are available to the public.
Regulatory enforcement
Factor 6 measures the extent to which 
regulations are fairly and effectively 
enforced. Regulations are a pervasive 
feature of modern societies, and it 
is important that they be enforced 
in accordance with administrative 
procedures that are fair, consistent, and 
predictable, without improper influence 
by public officials or private interests, 
and that private property not be taken 
without adequate compensation.
The factor does not assess which 
activities a government chooses to 
regulate or how much regulation of 
a particular activity is appropriate. 
Rather, it examines how regulations are 
implemented and enforced. To facilitate 
comparisons, the factor considers areas 
that all countries regulate to one degree 
or another, such as public health, 
workplace safety, environmental 
protection, and commercial activity.
Civil Justice
Factor 7 measures whether ordinary 
people can resolve their grievances 
peacefully and effectively through the 
civil justice system. Effective civil justice 
requires that the system be accessible, 
affordable, effective, impartial, and 
culturally competent. Accessibility 
includes general awareness of available 
remedies; availability and affordability 
of legal advice and representation; and 
absence of excessive or unreasonable 
fees, procedural hurdles, linguistic or 
physical barriers and other impediments. 
Impartiality includes absence of 
arbitrary or irrational distinctions based 
on social or economic status and other 
forms of bias, as well as decisions 
that are free of improper influence by 
public officials or private interests. 
Effective civil justice also requires 
that court proceedings are conducted 
and judgments enforced fairly and 
effectively and without unreasonable 
delay. 
This factor also measures the 
accessibility, impartiality, and 
efficiency of mediation and arbitration 
systems that enable parties to resolve 
civil disputes.
Criminal Justice
Factor 8 deals with the criminal justice 
system. An effective criminal justice 
system is a key aspect of the rule of law, 
as it constitutes the natural mechanism 
to redress grievances and bring action 
PA
R
T I: C
O
N
STR
U
C
TIN
G
 TH
E W
JP R
U
LE O
F LA
W
 IN
D
EX
 |  
15
Country Region Income
Albania Eastern Europe & Central Asia Lower middle income
Argentina Latin America & Caribbean Upper middle income
Australia (DVW$VLD	3DFL¿F High income
Austria Western Europe & North America High income
Bangladesh South Asia Low income
Belarus Eastern Europe & Central Asia Upper middle income
Belgium Western Europe & North America High income
Bolivia Latin America & Caribbean Lower middle income
Bosnia and Herzegovina Eastern Europe & Central Asia Upper middle income
Botswana Sub-Saharan Africa Upper middle income
Brazil Latin America & Caribbean Upper middle income
Bulgaria Eastern Europe & Central Asia Upper middle income
Burkina Faso Sub-Saharan Africa Low income
Cambodia (DVW$VLD	3DFL¿F Low income
Cameroon Sub-Saharan Africa Lower middle income
Canada Western Europe & North America High income
Chile Latin America & Caribbean Upper middle income
China (DVW$VLD	3DFL¿F Upper middle income
Colombia Latin America & Caribbean Upper middle income
Cote d'Ivoire Sub-Saharan Africa Lower middle income
Croatia Eastern Europe & Central Asia High income
Czech Republic Eastern Europe & Central Asia High income
Denmark Western Europe & North America High income
Dominican Republic Latin America & Caribbean Upper middle income
Ecuador Latin America & Caribbean Upper middle income
Egypt Middle East & North Africa Lower middle income
El Salvador Latin America & Caribbean Lower middle income
Estonia Eastern Europe & Central Asia High income
Ethiopia Sub-Saharan Africa Low income
Finland Western Europe & North America High income
France Western Europe & North America High income
Georgia Eastern Europe & Central Asia Lower middle income
Germany Western Europe & North America High income
Ghana Sub-Saharan Africa Low income
Greece Western Europe & North America High income
Guatemala Latin America & Caribbean Lower middle income
Hong Kong SAR, China (DVW$VLD	3DFL¿F High income
Hungary Eastern Europe & Central Asia High income
India South Asia Lower middle income
Indonesia (DVW$VLD	3DFL¿F Lower middle income
Iran Middle East & North Africa Upper middle income
Italy Western Europe & North America High income
Jamaica Latin America & Caribbean Upper middle income
Japan (DVW$VLD	3DFL¿F High income
Jordan Middle East & North Africa Upper middle income
Kazakhstan Eastern Europe & Central Asia Upper middle income
Kenya Sub-Saharan Africa Low income
Kyrgyzstan Eastern Europe & Central Asia Low income
Lebanon Middle East & North Africa Upper middle income
Liberia Sub-Saharan Africa Low income
Macedonia Eastern Europe & Central Asia Upper middle income
Madagascar Sub-Saharan Africa Low income
Malawi Sub-Saharan Africa Low income
Malaysia (DVW$VLD	3DFL¿F Upper middle income
Mexico Latin America & Caribbean Upper middle income
Moldova Eastern Europe & Central Asia Lower middle income
Mongolia (DVW$VLD	3DFL¿F Lower middle income
Morocco Middle East & North Africa Lower middle income
Nepal South Asia Low income
Netherlands Western Europe & North America High income
New Zealand (DVW$VLD	3DFL¿F High income
Nicaragua Latin America & Caribbean Lower middle income
Nigeria Sub-Saharan Africa Lower middle income
Norway Western Europe & North America High income
Pakistan South Asia Lower middle income
Panama Latin America & Caribbean Upper middle income
Peru Latin America & Caribbean Upper middle income
Philippines (DVW$VLD	3DFL¿F Lower middle income
Poland Eastern Europe & Central Asia High income
Portugal Western Europe & North America High income
Republic of Korea (DVW$VLD	3DFL¿F High income
Romania Eastern Europe & Central Asia Upper middle income
Russia Eastern Europe & Central Asia Upper middle income
Senegal Sub-Saharan Africa Lower middle income
Serbia Eastern Europe & Central Asia Upper middle income
Sierra Leone Sub-Saharan Africa Low income
Singapore (DVW$VLD	3DFL¿F High income
Slovenia Eastern Europe & Central Asia High income
South Africa Sub-Saharan Africa Upper middle income
Spain Western Europe & North America High income
Sri Lanka South Asia Lower middle income
Sweden Western Europe & North America High income
Tanzania Sub-Saharan Africa Low income
Thailand (DVW$VLD	3DFL¿F Upper middle income
Tunisia Middle East & North Africa Upper middle income
Turkey Eastern Europe & Central Asia Upper middle income
United Arab Emirates Middle East & North Africa High income
Uganda Sub-Saharan Africa Low income
Ukraine Eastern Europe & Central Asia Lower middle income
United Kingdom Western Europe & North America High income
United States Western Europe & North America High income
Uruguay Latin America & Caribbean Upper middle income
Uzbekistan Eastern Europe & Central Asia Lower middle income
Venezuela Latin America & Caribbean Upper middle income
Vietnam (DVW$VLD	3DFL¿F Lower middle income
Zambia Sub-Saharan Africa Lower middle income
Zimbabwe Sub-Saharan Africa Low income
Table 1: Countries Indexed in 2012
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against individuals for offenses against 
society. 
Effective criminal justice systems 
are capable of investigating and 
adjudicating criminal offenses 
effectively and impartially, while 
ensuring that the rights of suspects and 
victims are protected. An assessment 
of such systems, however, should take 
into consideration the entire system; 
including police, lawyers, prosecutors, 
judges, and prison officers. 
The sub-factors included in this factor 
investigate whether the criminal 
investigation and adjudication systems 
are effective; whether the criminal 
justice system is impartial and free 
of improper influence; whether due 
process of law during arrest and 
detention, as well as the rights of the 
accused are effectively protected8; 
and whether correctional systems are 
effective in reducing criminal behavior. 
Informal Justice
Finally, factor 9 concerns the role played 
in many countries by traditional, or 
µLQIRUPDO¶ V\VWHPV RI ODZ²LQFOXGLQJ
traditional, tribal, and religious courts 
as well as community-based systems—
in resolving disputes. These systems 
often play a large role in cultures in 
which formal legal institutions fail to 
provide effective remedies for large 
segments of the population or when 
formal institutions are perceived 
as remote, corrupt, or ineffective. 
This factor covers two concepts: (1) 
whether traditional, communal and 
8  Sub-factor 8.7 includes the presumption of innocence and the 
opportunity to submit and challenge evidence before public proceedings; 
freedom from arbitrary arrest, detention, torture and abusive treatment; and 
access to legal counsel and translators. 
Box 5 : Law in practice vs. law on books
In order to evaluate the rule of law in a given 
country, it is important to have an understanding 
of the country’s laws and institutions. However, 
this is not enough. It is necessary to look not 
only at the laws as written (de jure) but at how 
they are actually implemented in practice and 
experienced by those who are subject to them (de 
facto). The WJP’s Rule of Law Index methodology 
focuses entirely on adherence to the rule of law 
in practice.
religious dispute resolution systems 
are impartial and effective; and (2) 
the extent to which these systems 
respect and protect fundamental rights.9 
 
MEASURING THE RULE 
OF LAW
The WJP Rule of Law Index seeks 
to quantify systematically and 
comprehensively a set of rule of law 
outcomes by linking these concepts to 
concrete questions. These questions are 
administered to a representative sample 
of the general public and to local 
experts, and are analyzed and cross-
checked using a rigorous triangulation 
methodology. The result of this 
H[HUFLVH LV RQH RI WKH ZRUOG¶V PRVW
comprehensive data sets on adherence 
to the rule of law in practice. 
APPROACH
The WJP Rule of Law Index 2012 
uses a bottom up approach to assess a 
QDWLRQ¶V DGKHUHQFH WR WKH UXOH RI ODZ
Its focus is on practical outcomes, such 
 6LJQL¿FDQWHIIRUWKDVEHHQGHYRWHGGXULQJWKHODVWWKUHH\HDUVWR
collecting data on informal justice in a dozen countries. Nonetheless, the 
FRPSOH[LWLHVRIWKHVHV\VWHPVDQGWKHGLI¿FXOWLHVRIPHDVXULQJWKHLUIDLUQHVV
and effectiveness in a manner that is both systematic and comparable across 
countries, make assessments extraordinarily challenging. Although the WJP 
has collected data on this dimension, it is not included in the aggregated 
scores and rankings. 
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as whether people have access to the 
courts or whether crime is effectively 
controlled. Our aim is to provide a 
picture of where countries stand with 
regard to a number of widely accepted 
outcomes that rule of law societies seek 
to achieve, as opposed to evaluating the 
institutional means, such as the legal 
and regulatory frameworks, by which a 
given society may seek to attain them. 
In short, the Index looks at outcomes, 
such as respect for fundamental rights, 
absence of corruption, and delivery of 
justice, rather than inputs, such as the 
number of courts, the number of police 
officers, and the judicial budget.
DATA AND 
AGGREGATION
The Index scores are constructed from 
over 400 variables mapped onto the 
48 sub-factors of the Index. These 
variables are drawn from two novel data 
sources collected by the World Justice 
Project in each country: (1) a general 
population poll (GPP) conducted by 
leading local polling companies using 
a representative sample of 1,000 
respondents in the three largest cities 
in each country; and (2) qualified 
UHVSRQGHQWV¶ TXHVWLRQQDLUHV 454
consisting of closed-ended questions 
completed by in-country practitioners 
and academics with expertise in civil 
and commercial law, criminal justice, 
labor law, and public health. 
The QRQ is administered on a yearly 
basis in each surveyed country, and the 
GPP is carried out every three years. 
In addition, some variables from third-
party sources have been incorporated 
into this version of the Index to account 
for certain conduct, such as terrorist 
bombings and battle-related deaths, that 
may not be captured through general 
population polls or expert opinion.10 
These data are aggregated to create the 
numerical scores and rankings.
The 2012 Index assesses 97 countries, 
which together account for more than 
 SHUFHQW RI WKH ZRUOG¶V SRSXODWLRQ
The country scores and rankings are 
based on data collected and analyzed 
during the second quarter of 2012, with 
the exception of general population 
data for the countries indexed in 2011, 
which were gathered during the fall of 
2009 and the spring of 2011. A detailed 
description of the process by which 
data is collected and the rule of law 
is measured is provided in the final 
section of this report, and in Botero and 
Ponce (2012).
USING THE WJP RULE 
OF LAW INDEX
The WJP Rule of Law Index is intended 
for multiple audiences. It is designed 
to offer a reliable and independent data 
source for policy makers, businesses, 
nongovernmental organizations, and 
RWKHUFRQVWLWXHQFLHVWRDVVHVVDQDWLRQ¶V
adherence to the rule of law in practice, 
as perceived and experienced by the 
DYHUDJH SHUVRQ LGHQWLI\ D QDWLRQ¶V
strengths and weaknesses in comparison 
to similarly situated countries; and 
track changes over time. 
10  These variables include, among others, the number of events and 
deaths resulting from high-casualty terrorist bombings (From the Center 
for Systemic Peace), the number of battle-related deaths, and the number of 
FDVXDOWLHVUHVXOWLQJIURP³RQHVLGHGYLROHQFH´)URPWKH8SSVDOD&RQÀLFW
'DWD3URJUDP7KHVHLQGLFDWRUVDUHSUR[LHVIRUFLYLOFRQÀLFWVXEIDFWRU

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The WJP Rule of Law Index has a 
number of distinguishing features:
 » Comprehensiveness. Various other 
indices address aspects of the rule 
of law. The WJP Rule of Law Index 
provides a comprehensive picture 
of rule of law compliance in a large 
number of countries.
 » New data. 7KH ,QGH[ ¿QGLQJV
are based almost entirely on 
new data collected by the WJP 
from independent sources. This 
contrasts with indices based on data 
aggregated from third-party sources, 
or on sources that are self-reported 
by governments or other interested 
parties.
 » Rule of law in practice. The Index 
measures adherence to the rule of 
law by looking not to the laws as 
written, but at how they are actually 
applied in practice.
 » Anchored in actual experiences. 
The Index combines expert opinion 
with rigorous polling of the general 
SXEOLF WR HQVXUH WKDW WKH ¿QGLQJV
UHÀHFW WKH FRQGLWLRQV H[SHULHQFHG
by the population, including 
marginalized sectors of society.
 » Action oriented. Findings are 
presented in disaggregated form, 
identifying areas of strength and 
weakness across the nine dimensions 
of the rule of law examined in each 
country.
These features make the Index a powerful 
tool that can inform policy debates both 
within and across countries. However, 
WKH,QGH[¶VILQGLQJVPXVWEHLQWHUSUHWHG
in light of certain inherent limitations.
1. The WJP Rule of Law Index does 
QRW SURYLGH VSHFL¿F UHFLSHV RU
identify priorities for reform.
2. The Index data is not intended to 
establish causation or to ascertain 
the complex relationship among 
different rule of law dimensions in 
various countries.
3. 7KH ,QGH[¶V UDQNLQJV DQG VFRUHV
are the product of a rigorous 
data collection and aggregation 
methodology. Nonetheless, as with 
all measures, they are subject to 
measurement error.11
4. Indices and indicators are 
subject to potential abuse and 
misinterpretation. Once released 
to the public, they can take on a 
life of their own and be used for 
purposes unanticipated by their 
creators. If data is taken out of 
context, it can lead to unintended 
or erroneous policy decisions.
5. Rule of law concepts measured 
by the Index may have different 
meanings across countries. Users 
are encouraged to consult the 
VSHFL¿FGH¿QLWLRQVRIWKHYDULDEOHV
employed in the construction of 
the Index, which are discussed in 
greater detail in Botero and Ponce 
(2012).
6. The Index is generally intended to 
be used in combination with other 
instruments, both quantitative and 
qualitative. Just as in the areas 
of health or economics no single 
index conveys a full picture of a 
FRXQWU\¶V VLWXDWLRQ 3ROLF\PDNLQJ
in the area of rule of law requires 
careful consideration of all 
relevant dimensions—which may 
vary from country to country—
and a combination of sources, 
instruments and methods.
11  Users of the Index for policy debate who wish to have a thorough 
understanding of its methodology are encouraged to review the following 
papers: (a) Botero, J and Ponce, A. (2012) “Measuring the Rule of Law 2012 
Update”, and (b) Saisana, M and Saltelli, A. (2011) “Statistical Audit of the 
WJP Rule of Law Index”, available online at: www.worldjusticeproject.org. 
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7. Pursuant to the sensitivity 
analysis of the Index data 
conducted in collaboration with 
the Econometrics and Applied 
Statistics Unit of the European 
&RPPLVVLRQ¶V -RLQW 5HVHDUFK
&HQWUH FRQ¿GHQFH LQWHUYDOV
have been calculated for all 
¿JXUHV LQFOXGHG LQ WKH :-3
Rule of Law Index 2012. These 
FRQ¿GHQFH LQWHUYDOV DQG RWKHU
relevant considerations regarding 
measurement error are reported 
in Saisana and Saltelli (2012) and 
Botero and Ponce (2012).
COMPLEMENTARITY 
WITH OTHER WJP 
INITIATIVES
7KH ,QGH[¶V GHYHORSPHQW LV KLJKO\
integrated with other dimensions of the 
WJP.
 » 7KH ,QGH[ ¿QGLQJV IRU D JURZLQJ
number of countries will be 
presented and discussed in detail at 
successive World Justice Forums 
and WJP regional conferences.
 » 0DQ\ RI WKH LVVXHV LGHQWL¿HG E\
the Index in various countries will 
become fertile areas for the design 
of rule of law programs by Forum 
participants.
 » The results of various WJP 
programs will be presented at each 
World Justice Forum, enabling a 
more detailed discussion of concrete 
issues covered by the Index.
 » Detailed discussions of Index 
¿QGLQJVDWVXFFHVVLYH:RUOG-XVWLFH
Forums and regional outreach 
meetings will generate useful 
LQIRUPDWLRQ IRU IXUWKHU UH¿QHPHQW
of the Index methodology and 
measurement, as well as an 
opportunity to disseminate the 
results of both the Index and WJP 
programs.
 » WJP scholars will provide 
conceptual and methodological 
advice for the improvement and 
expansion of the Index, and the 
,QGH[¶V ¿QGLQJV DQG GDWD ZLOO
be made available to researchers 
around the world.
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Part II: The Rule of Law 
Around the World | 

Regional Highlights
The following section provides an 
overview of regional trends revealed by 
the WJP Rule of Law Index 2012 report, 
which covers 97 countries. This section 
also presents highlights for all indexed 
countries in each of seven regions: 
Western Europe and North America, 
Latin America and the Caribbean, East 
Asia and Pacific, South Asia, Eastern 
Europe and Central Asia, Middle East 
and North Africa, and Sub-Saharan 
Africa. The detailed rankings and scores 
are shown in the country profiles and 
the data tables at the end of the report. 
Additional information is available at 
www.worldjusticeproject.org.1,2
1 Country assessments are the responsibility of the authors and do not 
QHFHVVDULO\UHÀHFWWKHRI¿FLDOYLHZVRIWKH:RUOG-XVWLFH3URMHFWRULWV
2I¿FHUV'LUHFWRUVDQG+RQRUDU\&KDLUV
2 Mr. Agrast did not participate in the collection and analysis of the data and 
results.

Austria
Belgium
Canada
Denmark
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Italy
Netherlands
Norway
Portugal
Spain
Sweden
United Kingdom
United States
COUNTRIES
AVERAGE RANKINGS FOR: 
WESTERN EUROPE & NORTH AMERICA
LIMITED GOVERNMENT POWERS
ABSENCE OF CORRUPTION
ORDER AND SECURITY
FUNDAMENTAL RIGHTS
OPEN GOVERNMENT
REGULATORY ENFORCEMENT
CIVIL JUSTICE
CRIMINAL JUSTICE
12/97
13/97
17/97
12/97
14/97
14/97
14/97
14/97
Western Europe 
& North America
Countries in Western Europe and 
North America tend to outperform 
most other countries in all dimensions. 
These countries are characterized by 
relatively low levels of corruption, open 
and accountable governments, and 
eﬀective criminal justice systems. The 
greatest weakness in Western Europe 
and North America appears to be related 
to the accessibility of the civil justice 
system, especially for marginalized 
segments of the population. This is an 
area that requires attention from both 
policy makers and civil society. While 
protection of fundamental rights in this 
region is the highest in the world, police 
discrimination against foreigners and 
ethnic minorities is an issue of concern 
in most countries. 
Austria ranks among the top 10 
globally in five dimensions of the rule 
of law and among the top 20 in the 
remaining categories. The government 
is accountable and free of corruption, 
and fundamental rights are strongly 
protected. Although the country is 
very open, people in Austria face 
more diﬃculties in accessing oﬃcial 
documentation than do individuals in 
most developed nations. The country’s 
courts are accessible and free of improper 
influence. However, discrimination by 
judicial personnel and law enforcement 
oﬃcers against disadvantaged groups is 
perceived to be a problem.
Belgium ranks in the top 20 worldwide 
in seven of the eight dimensions 
measured by the Index. The country 
scores well in government accountability 
(ranking sixteenth) and protection of 
fundamental rights (eleventh), although 
police discrimination against foreigners 
is perceived to be a significant problem. 
The judicial system is relatively 
independent, accessible, and aﬀordable. 
However, judicial delays in civil cases are 
a source of concern.
Canada performs well in all eight 
dimensions of the rule of law. The 
government is accountable (ranking 
fifteenth), corruption is minimal (ranking 
twelfth) and the country generally 
observes fundamental rights (ranking 
eighteenth), although discrimination 
against immigrants and the poor is 
a source of concern. The country is 
relatively safe from crime, civil courts 
are accessible and independent, and the 
criminal justice system is eﬀective in 
bringing oﬀenders to justice. However, 
delays in court processes are perceived 
to be a problem.
Denmark is the world leader in two 
dimensions—government accountability 
and criminal justice—and places in the 
top 10 in all dimensions. Denmark’s 
public institutions are transparent, 
efficient, and free of corruption. The 
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country is relatively safe from crime 
and the criminal justice system is 
effective in bringing offenders to 
justice; however, police discrimination 
against foreigners and ethnic minorities 
is perceived to be a problem.
Finland ranks in the top five in the 
world in six dimensions and in the 
top 10 in all dimensions. The country 
has well-functioning, accountable, 
and transparent institutions and the 
court system is independent and free 
of improper influence. The criminal 
justice system ranks second overall, but 
police discrimination against foreigners 
and ethnic minorities is perceived to be 
a problem.
France ranks in the top 15 worldwide 
in five of the eight dimensions of the 
UXOH RI ODZ 7KH FRXQWU\¶V QRWDEOH
strengths include absence of corruption 
(ranking thirteenth) and an independent, 
accessible, and affordable civil justice 
system (eighteenth). However, judicial 
delays are a weakness in both civil and 
criminal justice, where cases can take 
years to resolve. France earns high 
marks in the areas of effective regulatory 
enforcement (ranking thirteenth) 
and protection of fundamental rights 
(fourteenth), but police discrimination 
against ethnic and religious minorities 
is perceived to be a problem.
Germany ranks in the top 10 worldwide 
in three dimensions and performs well 
overall. Government accountability 
is strong (ninth out of ninety seven 
countries) and corruption is minimal 
HOHYHQWK 7KH FRXQWU\¶V FLYLO MXVWLFH
system ranks third overall and is 
characterized by the affordability of 
attorneys, accessibility and efficiency 
of courts, and lack of undue influence. 
Police discrimination against 
foreigners, however, is perceived to be 
a problem.
Greece is the weakest performer of the 
countries in the Western Europe and 
North America region measured by the 
Index. The country has a fair system of 
checks and balances (ranking thirty-
first), but its administrative agencies are 
inefficient, lax in enforcing regulations, 
and affected by improper influence. The 
civil justice system is independent, but 
slow, and while the country is relatively 
safe from crime, riots in the streets are 
a common occurrence. Overall, Greece 
earns high marks in protecting basic 
rights and liberties, but discrimination 
against disadvantaged groups is 
perceived to be a problem. 
Italy ranks in the top -third worldwide, 
but underperforms most of its regional 
peers in most rule of law dimensions. 
The country scores twenty-seventh 
JOREDOO\LQFKHFNVRQWKHJRYHUQPHQW¶V
power, but corruption and impunity of 
government officials undermine the 
performance of the state institutions. 
The country ranks second to last 
among high-income countries in 
open government and third to last in 
UHJXODWRU\ HQIRUFHPHQW 7KH FRXQWU\¶V
civil justice system is independent but 
slow. Overall, Italy has a good record 
in observing fundamental rights, but 
discrimination against disadvantaged 
groups is perceived to be a problem. 
The Netherlands ranks among the top 
five in the world in three dimensions 
measured by the Index—absence of 
corruption, open government, and 
civil justice—and performs very well 
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Box 6 : Equal Access to Justice
As understood by the World Justice Project, 
access to justice refers to the ability of all people 
to seek and obtain effective remedies through 
accessible,  affordable, impartial, efficient, 
effective, and culturally competent institutions 
of justice. Well-functioning dispute resolution 
systems enable people to protect their rights 
against infringement by others, including 
powerful parties and the state. 
All around the world, people’s ability to use 
legal channels to resolve their disputes is often 
impeded by obstacles such as financial barriers, 
language problems, complexity of procedures, 
or simply lack of knowledge, disempowerment, 
and exclusion. This problem is not restricted 
to developing countries. In many developed 
nations, the formal civil justice systems, although 
independent and free of improper influence, 
remain largely inaccessible to disadvantaged 
groups. 
The cases of Finland and the United States 
provide an illustrative example. When facing 
a common civil dispute (in this case, an unpaid 
debt), most people in Finland, regardless of 
their socio-economic status, tend to use formal 
dispute-resolution channels, while only a few 
choose to take no action. The situation is quite 
different in the United States. While high-income 
Americans behave similarly to the Finnish, low-
income people act very differently—only a few 
use the court system (including small-claims 
courts), while many take no action to resolve 
their disputes. The variances between countries 
might be attributable to differences in attorney’s 
fees, availability of legal services, awareness of 
available remedies, disempowerment, different 
institutional settings, or differences related to 
the organization of the society, to mention just 
a few. For example, in the United States, among 
the low income litigants, 81% did not seek legal 
assistance because they felt that they could not 
afford the lawyer’s fees, compared to 48% of the 
high income litigants. In Finland, this difference 
between high and low income litigants is not as 
pronounced as in the United States. While the 
causes of these patterns are subject to debate, 
few will disagree with the view that more work 
is needed to ensure that all people are able to 
benefit from a functioning civil justice system. 
Figure 2: Use of legal assistance in 
Finland and in the United States
% of respondents who did not use legal assistance because they considered they 
could not afford a lawyer’s fees
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Figure 3: Use of formal dispute mechanisms 
in Finland and the United States
% of respondents who filed a lawsuit in court (including small claims court) to 
resolve a civil dispute vs. % who took no action to resolve the dispute, grouped by 
household income level
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Figure 1: Access to civil justice in high  
income countries
Score of factor 7, where 1 signifies higher adherence to the rule of law
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in most other dimensions. The overall 
regulatory environment is transparent 
DQG HIILFLHQW 7KH FRXQWU\¶V FRXUWV
are accessible and free of improper 
influence, with criminal courts 
outperforming most other countries on 
respect for due process of law. Labor 
market discrimination is perceived to 
be a problem. 
Norway is the world leader in civil 
justice and ranks globally among the 
top 10 in all but one dimension (it 
ranks eleventh in order and security). 
The government is accountable and 
RSHQDQG1RUZD\¶VUHJXODWRU\DJHQFLHV
are effective in enforcing regulations 
(ranking sixth). The court system 
operates independently and is free 
of improper influence, but it is not as 
speedy as others in the region. Police 
discrimination against foreigners and 
ethnic minorities is perceived to be a 
problem.
Portugal places in the top-third 
worldwide, but does lags most of its 
regional peers in many of the eight 
rule of law dimensions covered by 
the Index. The country ranks twenty-
IRXUWK LQ FKHFNV RQ WKH JRYHUQPHQW¶V
power and twenty-ninth on corruption. 
Administrative agencies are relatively 
effective in enforcing regulations, 
albeit less efficiently than those in most 
other countries in the region. The civil 
courts are independent, but slow and 
LQHIILFLHQW3RUWXJDO¶VORZHVWVFRUHLVLQ
the area of order and security (ranking 
forty-fifth), mainly because people are 
increasingly resorting to violence to 
express discontent. Its highest score 
is on respect for fundamental rights 
(ranking twenty-first).
Spain scores relatively well in the 
areas of government accountability, 
absence of corruption, access to legal 
counsel, and respect for due process of 
law. The country ranks sixth worldwide 
for protection of fundamental rights. 
However, Spain lags behind its regional 
and income-group peers in providing 
mechanisms for public participation—
including the right to petition public 
authorities—and in effectively enforcing 
government regulations, where it 
ranks twenty-second. Judicial delays, 
ineffective enforcement of civil justice, 
and police discrimination are also areas 
in need of attention.
Sweden ranks first worldwide in 
four of eight dimensions—absence 
of corruption, fundamental rights, 
open government, and regulatory 
enforcement—and places in the 
WRS  LQ DOO GLPHQVLRQV 6ZHGHQ¶V
administrative agencies and courts are 
rated among the most effective and 
transparent in the world. The country 
generally observes fundamental rights. 
6ZHGHQ¶V ORZHVW VFRUH LV LQ WKH DUHD
of civil justice, mainly because of 
perceived delays in court processes. 
The United Kingdom ranks among 
the top 15 globally in six of the eight 
dimensions measured by the Index. 
The country scores well on government 
accountability (ranking thirteenth) 
and corruption is minimal (ranking 
fifteenth). Fundamental rights are well 
protected and the country is relatively 
safe from crime. The court system 
is independent and free of undue 
influence, but it is not as accessible and 
affordable as others in the region. 
The United States performs well in 
most dimensions of the rule of law. 
The country has a well-functioning 
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system of checks and balances (ranking 
seventeenth) and scores well in respect 
for fundamental rights, including the 
rights of association, opinion and 
expression, religion, and petition. The 
civil justice system is independent 
and free of undue influence, but it 
lags behind in providing access to 
disadvantaged groups. Legal assistance 
is frequently expensive or unavailable, 
and the gap between rich and poor 
individuals in terms of both actual use 
of and satisfaction with the civil court 
system is significant (see Box 6). In 
addition, there is a perception that 
ethnic minorities and foreigners receive 
unequal treatment. PART II: TH
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COUNTRIES
Australia
Cambodia
China
Hong Kong SAR, China
Indonesia
Japan
Republic of Korea
Malaysia
Mongolia
New Zealand
Philippines
Singapore
Thailand
Vietnam
AVERAGE RANKINGS FOR: 
EAST ASIA & PACIFIC
FUNDAMENTAL RIGHTS
42/97
30
46/97
39
LIMITED GOVERNMENT POWERS
ABSENCE OF CORRUPTION40/97
ORDER AND SECURITY31/97
OPEN GOVERNMENT42/97
REGULATORY ENFORCEMENT41/97
 CIVIL JUSTICE
CRIMINAL JUSTICE
46/97
33/97
East Asia &  
Pacific
The East Asia and Pacific (EAP) region 
is one of the most diverse and complex 
regions in the world. Taken as a whole, 
the EAP region falls in the upper half of 
the global rankings in most categories; 
however, there are important diﬀerences 
in rule of law outcomes across countries 
encompassing the region. Wealthy 
nations, such as Australia, New Zealand, 
and Japan rank among the top 15 globally 
in nearly all categories measured by 
the Index, yet lag behind regional 
peers in guaranteeing equal treatment 
to disadvantaged groups. In contrast, 
middle income countries in the region 
face challenges in combating corruption, 
strengthening accountability, and 
improving how eﬀectively and 
eﬃciently government agencies and 
courts function. In countries such as 
Malaysia, Vietnam, and China, judicial 
independence is an area in need of 
attention, as is the poor record on 
respect for fundamental rights, including 
labor rights, freedom of assembly, and 
freedom of opinion and expression. 
Accessibility of oﬃcial information in 
East Asia and Pacific countries is lower 
than in other regions of the world.
Australia ranks among the top ten 
globally in five of the eight dimensions 
measured by the Index. The civil courts 
are eﬃcient and independent, although 
access to aﬀordable legal counsel remains 
limited, particularly for disadvantaged 
groups. The country ranks among the 
best in the world in protecting most 
fundamental rights, but lags behind 
most other high income countries in 
guaranteeing equal treatment and non-
discrimination, especially for immigrants 
and low-income people.
Cambodia is ranked lower than most 
other countries in the region on all 
dimensions. The overall legal and 
institutional environment remains quite 
weak, which is highlighted by the low 
scores in key areas, including eﬀective 
limits on government powers (ranking 
ninetieth); regulatory enforcement; 
access to civil justice; and  absence 
of corruption (ranked eighty-fifth). 
Property rights are very weak, and police 
abuses remain a significant problem. 
On the other hand, Cambodia has lower 
crime rates than most countries in the 
low income group.
China scores well on public safety, 
ranking thirty-second overall and fourth 
among its income peers. The criminal 
justice system is relatively eﬀective, but 
compromised by political interference 
and violations of due process of law. 
Administrative agencies are lax in 
enforcing regulations and vulnerable to 
improper influence (ranking eightieth). 
The civil court system is relatively 
speedy and accessible, but judicial 
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COUNTRIES
Australia
Cambodia
China
Hong Kong SAR, China
Indonesia
Japan
Republic of Korea
Malaysia
Mongolia
New Zealand
Philippines
Singapore
Thailand
Vietnam
FUNDAMENTAL RIGHTS
LIMITED GOVERNMENT POWERS
ABSENCE OF CORRUPTION
OPEN GOVERNMENT
REGULATORY ENFORCEMENT
independence is a concern. Effective 
checks on the executive are limited 
(ranking eighty-sixth). Indicators of 
fundamental rights are weak, ranking 
ninety-fourth, which chiefly reflects 
substantial limitations on freedom of 
speech and freedom of assembly.
The jurisdiction of Hong Kong SAR, 
China ranks in the top 10 in four 
dimensions. Hong Kong places second in 
providing order and security and eighth 
for the effectiveness of its criminal 
justice system. Administrative agencies 
and courts are efficient and free of 
corruption (ranked ninth), although not 
entirely free of government interference. 
The jurisdiction lags behind others in 
the region in guaranteeing fundamental 
rights and freedoms to its people 
(ranking thirty-first). 
Indonesia is in the top half of the 
rankings among lower-middle income 
countries in most dimensions. The 
country ranks first among lower 
middle income countries for checks on 
government power (ranked twenty-ninth 
overall) and open government (ranked 
thirty-fifth overall). Indonesians 
enjoy higher degrees of participation 
in the administration of the laws than 
individuals in other East Asia and 
Pacific region countries. On the other 
hand, the country faces challenges in 
the functioning of government agencies 
and courts. Corruption is pervasive, 
ranking last in the region and eighty-
sixth globally. The courts are perceived 
to be independent of government 
control, but affected by powerful private 
interests and corruption. The civil 
justice system remains underdeveloped 
(ranking sixty-sixth overall and tenth 
among lower-middle income countries), 
attributable in part to the lack of 
affordable legal services, deficient 
enforcement mechanisms, and the 
lengthy duration of cases. Police abuses 
and harsh conditions at correctional 
facilities are also significant problems.
Japan ranks among the highest 
performers in the East Asia and 
Pacific region in most dimensions. The 
FRXQWU\¶V FRXUWV DUH DPRQJ WKHEHVW LQ
the world and Japan ranks second in 
the world for the effectiveness of its 
regulatory agencies. Security is high 
(ranking seventh in the world) and the 
criminal justice system is effective 
(ranking twenty-third), although due 
process violations are a cause of 
concern.
Malaysia’s government is relatively 
accountable in comparison with 
other upper-middle income countries, 
although political interference and 
impunity exist. The civil court system 
ranks thirty-ninth globally and eighth 
among upper-middle income countries. 
Malaysia scores well on public safety, 
ranking first among its income peers, 
although abuses by the police are 
a problem. Accessibility of official 
information is limited. Violations of 
fundamental rights (ranking seventy-
third), most notably freedom of opinion 
and expression, are also areas of 
concern. 
Mongolia ranks fifth among lower-
middle income countries on order and 
security and second on protection of 
fundamental rights. The country also 
scores relatively well on civil and 
criminal justice.  The press and civil 
society organizations generally operate 
without government interference. The 
FRXQWU\¶V ZHDNHVW SHUIRUPDQFH LV LQ
the area of open government, ranking 
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Figure 4: Impunity around the world 
regional sub-factor 1.5 scores, where higher marks signify higher adherence to the rule of law
ninety-third overall and next to 
last among its income peers. This 
deficiency is explained by severe 
limitations on citizens’ right to 
petition the government and access 
to official information. Other 
areas of concern are corruption, 
particularly in the legislature, and 
unchecked influence of powerful 
private interests on all branches of 
government.  
New Zealand stands out as the best 
performer in the region and is in the 
top ten in the world in seven of the 
eight dimensions measured by the 
Index. Government agencies and 
courts are efficient, transparent, and 
free of corruption. Fundamental rights 
are strongly protected. The judicial 
system is accessible, independent, and 
effective. 
Box 7 : Impunity 
the principle that no one is above the law is 
fundamental to the rule of law, and requires 
that all people, including government officials 
and agents, be subject to the same rules as 
everybody else. in countries where the rule of 
law is strong, government officials are punished 
for misconduct. in countries where the rule of 
law is weak, those who are politically connected 
are rarely punished for breaking the law, and 
impunity flourishes.  
impunity for violations of the law by government 
officials can manifest itself in a variety of ways. 
in the most atrocious cases, systematic human 
rights violations go unpunished; on a smaller 
scale, pervasive corruption and patronage can 
prevent crooked police from being fired or 
members of congress from being investigated 
for misdeeds. the WJp rule of Law index 
addresses impunity in factor 1 under sub-
factor 1.5 (government officials are sanctioned 
for misconduct), and focuses on the executive 
branch, legislative branch, judicial branch, and 
police forces.
to various degrees, all countries struggle with 
this kind of impunity. Still, when measured 
by sub-factor 1.5, there are large variations in 
performance among individual countries and 
within regions (figure 4). by allowing those 
who break the law to go unpunished, the 
consequences of impunity strike at the very 
core of justice. impunity undermines respect 
for fundamental rights, breeds corruption, and 
leads to a vicious cycle of law-breaking, as it 
neutralizes the deterrent effect of punishment. 
impunity also erodes the public trust in state 
institutions, signals to citizens that laws do 
not matter, and acts as a drag on development. 
With so much at risk, more needs be done to 
hold officials accountable and build cultures 
that respect the rule of law. As the data shows, 
there is ample room for improvement for all 
countries.  
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The Philippines stands out among 
lower-middle income countries for 
having reasonably effective checks 
on government power (ranking sixth 
among its income group), including 
a vibrant civil society, a free media, 
and an independent judiciary. The 
Philippines ranks fifth among lower-
middle income countries in effective 
regulatory enforcement. Civil conflict 
and political violence are significant 
challenges. The country also has 
problems with respect to protection 
of fundamental rights (ranking fifty-
ninth overall), particularly in regard to 
violations against the right to life and 
security of the person, police abuses,due 
process violations, and harsh conditions 
at correctional facilities. The civil 
court system scores poorly (ranking 
eighty-fourth globally) due to deficient 
enforcement mechanisms, corruption 
among judges and law enforcement 
officers, and the lengthy duration of 
cases. 
The Republic of Korea presents a 
strong and fairly even picture across 
most of the dimensions measured by 
the Index. Administrative agencies are 
perceived to be transparent and free 
of corruption, although slightly lax in 
enforcing regulations. Fundamental 
rights are well protected and the 
country is relatively safe from crime. 
7KHFRXQWU\¶VORZHVWVFRUHLVLQWKHDUHD
of government accountability (ranking 
twenty-eighth), which is partly a 
reflection of political interference 
within the legislature and the judiciary. 
Singapore ranks first in the world 
in providing security to its citizens 
and places in the top 10 in four 
other dimensions. The public 
administration of the country is 
effective and corruption is minimal 
(ranking seventh). The criminal 
justice system is among the most 
effective in the world (ranking third). 
7KH FRXQWU\¶V ORZHVW VFRUH LV LQ WKH
area of fundamental rights (ranking 
twenty-sixth), which is a reflection of 
substantial limitations on freedom of 
speech and freedom of assembly. 
Thailand earns high marks on absence 
of crime and effectiveness of the 
criminal justice system (ranking thirty-
fifth globally and seventh among its 
income peers). However, civil conflict 
and political violence are significant 
problems. Corruption is common, 
particularly within the legislature and 
WKHSROLFH7KHFRXQWU\¶VORZHVWVFRUHV
are in the dimension of civil justice 
(ranking eightieth), partly because 
of delays in processing cases and 
difficulties in enforcing court decisions. 
Vietnam faces challenges in terms 
of accountability and constraints 
on the executive branch (ranking 
eighty-second), owing to political 
interference in the legislature and the 
judiciary. Despite ongoing reforms, 
regulatory agencies are opaque and 
inefficient and corruption is prevalent. 
7KH FRXQWU\¶V FLYLO MXVWLFH V\VWHP
although accessible, is undermined by 
corruption and political interference.
Country
Factor 1:
Limited Government
Powers
Factor 2:
Absence of
Corruption
Factor 3: 
Order and
Security
Factor 4:
Fundamental
Rights
Factor 5:
Open
Government
Factor 6:
Regulatory
Enforcement
Factor 7:
Civil 
Justice
Factor 8:
Criminal 
Justice
Brazil 35 38 69 33 31 37 43 52
China 86 40 32 94 69 80 82 39
India 37 83 96 64 50 79 78 64
Russia 92 71 92 83 74 68 65 78
Table 2: Rule of law rankings in Brazil, China, India, and Russia (BRIC Economies)
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The country scores well on order 
and security (ranking twenty-fourth), 
however violations of fundamental 
rights, such as freedom of opinion and 
freedom of association, are a source of 
concern.
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COUNTRIES
LIMITED GOVERNMENT POWERS
AVERAGE RANKINGS FOR: 
EASTERN EUROPE & CENTRAL ASIA
FUNDAMENTAL RIGHTS
57/97
52/97
37/97
45/97
51/97
51/97
49/97
50/97
ORDER AND SECURITY
ABSENCE OF CORRUPTION
REGULATORY ENFORCEMENT
CRIMINAL JUSTICE
CIVIL JUSTICE
OPEN GOVERNMENT
Albania
Bangladesh
Belarus
Bosnia and Herzegovina
Bulgaria
Croatia
Czech Republic
Estonia
Georgia
Hungary
Kazakhstan
Kyrgyzstan
Macedonia
Moldova
Poland
Romania
Russia
Serbia
Slovenia
Turkey
Ukraine
Uzbekistan
Eastern Europe 
& Central Asia
Performances vary greatly amongst 
countries in the Eastern Europe and 
Central Asia (ECA) region covered by the 
Index, with some nations scoring nearly 
the same as the strongest performers in 
the world. Accountability remains a major 
challenge throughout the region, with 
many countries failing to consolidate 
adequate systems for curtailing abuse of 
power. In addition, regulatory agencies 
and courts are often ineﬃcient and 
subject to undue influence. The region’s 
best scores are in the area of order and 
security, due to relatively low crime rates 
and limited outbreaks of violence.
Albania has significant problems in a 
number of rule of law dimensions. Checks 
on executive power are weak, (ranking 
seventy-first) and oﬃcial corruption 
is pervasive (ranking eighty-fourth). 
Rules and regulations are diﬃcult to 
enforce, and the judiciary is plagued by 
corruption and political interference. 
Police abuses and harsh conditions at 
correctional facilities are also significant 
problems. On the other hand, Albania 
ranks first among lower middle-income 
countries in protection of freedom of 
speech, religion, and assembly. 
Belarus outperforms most of its income-
level and regional peers in several rule 
of law dimensions, including order 
and security (ranking thirty-third 
globally), regulatory enforcement 
(ranking thirty-fifth), and civil and 
criminal justice (ranking twenty-sixth 
and thirty-fourth), respectively. On 
the other hand, the country shows 
severe deficiencies in government 
accountability (ranking ninety-first), 
very weak protection of fundamental 
rights (ranking eighty-fourth) and lack 
of governmental openness (ranking 
eighty-seventh). Major problems 
include lack of independence of the 
judiciary and the legislature, severe 
restrictions on freedom of opinion and 
expression, privacy, and association, and 
limitations on citizens’ right to petition 
the government and to access oﬃcial 
information. 
Bosnia and Herzegovina  ranks second 
among upper middle income countries 
in delivering eﬀective criminal justice. 
The country ranks seventh among its 
income group in protecting fundamental 
rights and providing order and security. 
The country’s weakest performance is 
in the dimension of civil justice (ranking 
twentieth among upper middle income 
countries and sixty-fourth overall), mainly 
due to severe delays and ineﬀective 
enforcement mechanisms. Other areas 
of concern are oﬃcial corruption, 
particularly among the executive and the 
legislature, lack of eﬀective sanctions for 
oﬃcial misconduct, and discrimination 
against ethnic minorities.
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Bulgaria outperforms most upper-
middle income countries in protecting 
the security of its citizens from crime 
and in respecting the freedoms of 
speech, religion, and assembly. The 
right to petition the government 
and citizen participation are also 
significant strengths. The country 
faces challenges in the dimensions of 
government accountability, corruption, 
and regulatory enforcement, (ranking 
sixtieth, fifty-third, and fifty-fifth, 
respectively). The criminal justice 
system scores poorly (ranking eighty-
first), and discrimination against 
minorities is a significant problem.
Croatia falls in the middle of the 
rankings in most categories. Despite 
UHFHQW SURJUHVV &URDWLD¶V LQVWLWXWLRQV
lag behind those of other high-income 
countries. Its public administrative 
bodies, for example, are inefficient, 
and the judicial system, while generally 
accessible, is slow and subject to 
improper influence. The country 
is relatively safe from crime, but 
corruption is an area of concern (ranking 
last among high-income countries). 
The Czech Republic outperforms its 
regional peers in several dimensions 
of the rule of law, including checks 
on government power (ranking third 
within the region and twenty-fifth 
overall) and regulatory enforcement 
(ranking fifth in the region and twenty-
eighth overall). Courts are independent, 
but very slow. Other areas in need of 
attention include corruption among 
government officials (ranking thirty-
second) and lack of effective sanctions 
for official misconduct. 
Estonia leads the region in all but two 
dimensions and ranks globally among 
the top 20 in all but one dimension, 
thanks to its well-functioning and open 
institutions. Administrative agencies 
and courts are accountable, effective, 
and free of corruption, and fundamental 
rights are strongly protected. On the 
other hand crime rates in Estonia are 
higher than in most of its high income 
peers. Judicial delays are another area 
in need of attention. 
Georgia is the leader among lower-
middle income countries in four 
dimensions—absence of corruption, 
regulatory enforcement, civil justice, 
and criminal justice. The country ranks 
sixty-sixth in the world in providing 
HIIHFWLYH FKHFNV RQ WKH JRYHUQPHQW¶V
SRZHUDQG¿IW\IRXUWKLQRSHQJRYHUQPHQW
Political interference within the legislature 
and the judiciary is common. Although 
the country is relatively safe from crime, 
outbreaks of violence in and around the 
borders are a source of concern.
Hungary ranks in the top-third worldwide 
in most dimensions of the rule of law, but 
lags behind its regional and income group 
peers. The country ranks third to last among 
high income countries for effective checks 
on government powers, due in part to 
political interference among the different 
branches of government. Corruption 
is relatively low (ranking twenty-sixth 
globally) and administrative agencies 
are relatively effective in enforcing 
regulations (ranking twenty-seventh). 
The country is relatively safe from crime. 
7KH FLYLO MXVWLFH V\VWHP UDQNV IRUW\¿IWK
globally and second to last among high-
income countries, mainly because of 
lengthy delays in the resolution of cases, 
discrimination against marginalized 
JURXSV DQG GLI¿FXOWLHV HQIRUFLQJ FRXUW
decisions. 2
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Middle tercile
Bottom tercile
Not indexed
Factor 6: E!ective Regulatory Enforcement
Top tercile
Middle tercile
Bottom tercile
Not indexed
Factor 6: E!ective Regulatory Enforcement
Top tercile
Public enforcement of government regulations 
is pervasive in modern societies as an 
instrument to induce behavior with the goal 
of guaranteeing that the public interest is not 
subordinated to those of regulated entities. 
Around the world, regulations vary widely 
due to differences in policies, institutional 
environments, and political choices. Whatever 
those choices may be, regulations are futile if 
they are not properly enforced by authorities. 
Ensuring compliance with the regulatory 
framework is thus a key feature of the rule of 
law. Besides enforcement, accountability is 
vital when it comes to regulating an activity, 
as it ensures that administrative agencies act 
within the limits authorized by law. 
The WJP Rule of Law Index addresses 
regulatory enforcement in Factor 6. This 
factor does not look at the level of regulation 
of activities; instead, it assesses the 
effectiveness of regulatory enforcement in 
practice; the absence of improper influence 
by public officials or private interests; 
the adherence to due process of law in 
administrative procedures; and the absence of 
government expropriation of private property 
without adequate compensation. Rather than 
analyzing specific statutes, the Index uses 
simple scenarios to explore the outcomes 
associated with activities that are regulated 
in all jurisdictions, such as environmental 
regulations, public health requirements, 
workplace safety conditions, and permits 
and licenses, under the assumption that the 
performance of government agencies in those 
cases is a good proxy for their functioning in 
other more complex areas.
Shaped by their income, institutional 
environment and history, regulatory 
compliance varies greatly across countries 
(seeFigure 5). On a scale between 0 and 1, 
where 1 signifies higher adherence to the rule 
of law, the index of regulatory enforcement 
has an average value of 0.72 in high-income 
countries, 0.51 in upper middle income 
countries, 0.45 in lower-middle income 
countries, and 0.40 in low-income countries. 
In general, as economies develop, they find 
more effective ways to implement existing 
regulations within the limits imposed by law, 
but this is not always the case. As countries 
engage in regulatory reforms, special efforts 
should be made to improve the mechanisms 
that are used to guarantee that such laws are 
implemented and enforced in an efficient, 
effective, and accountable manner.
Box 8 : Regulatory compliance around the world
Figure 5: Regulatory enforcement around the world
Countries grouped in terciles according to their factor 6 score
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Kazakhstan faces serious challenges in 
terms of accountability and constraints 
on the executive branch (ranking eighty-
ninth) due to political interference 
in the legislature, the judiciary, and 
the electoral process. Another area of 
concern is open government, on which 
Kazakhstan ranks second to last among 
upper-middle income countries. The 
civil courts are relatively efficient, but 
subject to undue influence. On the other 
hand, the country is relatively safe from 
crime and violence (ranking forty-sixth 
overall and eleventh among its income 
peers).
Kyrgyzstan ranks seventy-sixth 
in establishing effective limits on 
government power and ninety-third in 
corruption. Administrative agencies are 
lax in enforcing regulations (ranking 
seventy-third) and the performance of 
civil courts is poor (ranking second 
to last in the region). The country 
is relatively safe from crime, but its 
criminal justice system ranks last in 
the region and ninetieth overall, mainly 
due to weaknesses in the criminal 
investigation system, corruption among 
judges and law enforcement officials, 
and violations of due process and rights 
of the accused. 
Macedonia earns high marks for open 
government (ranking twenty-third 
overall and third among upper middle 
income countries) and regulatory 
enforcement (ranking thirty-fourth 
overall and fifth among its income 
group). Although corruption is low 
in comparison with its peers (ranking 
seventh by income-level and eighth 
regionally) and transitions of power 
occur in accordance with law, the system 
of checks and balances is relatively 
weak (ranking fifty-ninth overall and 
eighteenth among upper middle income 
countries), as neither the legislature nor 
the courts exercise an effective limit on 
WKHJRYHUQPHQW¶V SRZHUV&LYLO MXVWLFH
is accessible, despite excessive delays. 
Limitations on the freedom of the press 
and discrimination against marginalized 
groups are sources of concern. 
Moldova outperforms most of its 
regional and income-level peers in 
delivering order and security (ranking 
fourth among lower middle income 
countries and eleventh in the region). 
Government accountability is weak due 
to widespread corruption, ineffective 
FKHFNV RQ WKH JRYHUQPHQW¶V SRZHU
and impunity for misconduct by 
government officials. The delivery of 
civil and criminal justice is hampered 
by government interference, corruption, 
inefficiency, and the poor condition 
of correctional facilities. Regulatory 
enforcement is weak (ranking twentieth 
in the region and nineteenth by income 
level). Police abuse, violations of due 
process, and discrimination against 
minorities and marginalized groups are 
areas in need of attention. 
Poland’s public institutions rank twenty-
seventh in absence of corruption and 
twenty-sixth in effectiveness of regulatory 
enforcement. Overall, the country has a 
good record in protecting fundamental 
rights, although discrimination against 
disadvantaged groups is an area of 
FRQFHUQ 3RODQG¶V ORZHVW VFRUHV FRPH
in the dimensions of open government 
(ranking twenty-ninth) and access to 
civil justice (ranking twenty-seventh), 
mainly because of lengthy delays in 
WKH UHVROXWLRQ RI FDVHV DQG GLI¿FXOWLHV
enforcing court decisions. Delays in 
administrative proceedings are another 
area in need of attention.
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Romania performs best in the 
dimensions of security and respect 
for fundamental rights (ranking 
second among upper-middle income 
countries in both dimensions), and in 
criminal justice (ranking fifth among 
its income peers and thirty-third 
globally). The country does less well on 
administrative and judicial efficiency. 
Enforcement of regulations is weak 
(ranking forty-fourth) and corruption 
persists (forty-fifth). Harsh treatment 
of prisoners and detainees is an area of 
concern. 
Russia shows serious deficiencies 
in checks and balances among the 
different branches of government 
(ranking ninety-second), with an 
institutional environment characterized 
by corruption, impunity, and political 
interference. Civil courts, although 
accessible and relatively efficient, are 
perceived to be corrupt. The criminal 
justice system is relatively effective, 
but is compromised by corruption 
and violations of due process of law. 
Protection of property rights and 
violations of fundamental rights, such 
as freedom of opinion, freedom of 
association, and privacy are also areas 
of concern. Notable strengths include 
strong enforcement of labor rights and 
a relatively efficient disposition of 
administrative proceedings.
Serbia ranks in the bottom half of 
upper middle income countries on 
nearly all dimensions of the rule of 
law. Its system of checks and balances 
ranks sixty-seventh overall and twelfth 
among its regional peers. Transitions of 
power occur in accordance with the law. 
The judicial system is compromised by 
inefficiency, corruption and political 
influence. Regulatory enforcement is 
ineffective (ranking seventy-fourth 
overall, eighteenth regionally and 
twenty-sixth among upper middle 
income countries). Ethnic tensions, 
discrimination against minorities, 
lack of effective sanctions for official 
misconduct, and violations of the right 
to privacy are sources of concern.
Slovenia outperforms most countries 
in the Eastern Europe and Central Asia 
region in most dimensions of the rule 
of law, particularly in the areas of open 
government (ranking twenty-second 
overall and second in the region), limited 
government powers (thirtieth overall 
and fourth in the region), protection of 
fundamental rights (nineteenth overall 
and fourth in the region), and absence 
of corruption (thirty-first overall and 
fifth in the region). Problems include 
delays and inadequate enforcement of 
administrative and judicial decisions, 
and police corruption. 
Turkey ranks in the middle of Eastern 
European and Central Asian nations 
in most dimensions. The country 
performs relatively well in regulatory 
enforcement (ranking thirty-ninth) and 
its civil justice system ranks forty-
fourth. Turkey receives lower marks 
in the dimensions of government 
accountability (ranking sixty-eighth) 
and fundamental rights (ranking 
seventy-sixth), mainly because 
of deficiencies in the functioning 
of auditing mechanisms, political 
interference within the legislature and 
the judiciary, and a poor record on 
freedom of expression and privacy.
Ukraine ranks eighty-seventh in 
government accountability due to 
political interference, impunity, and 
corruption. Administrative agencies 
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are ineffective in enforcing regulations 
(ranking ninety-first globally and 
second to last among lower-middle 
income countries), and the courts, 
although accessible, are inefficient 
and corrupt. On the other hand, the 
country obtains relatively high marks in 
protecting basic civil liberties, such as 
freedom of religion, and it is relatively 
safe from crime (ranking forty-fourth). 
Property rights are weak. 
Uzbekistan scores very highly in 
delivering order and security to its 
people (ranking eighth in the world). 
However, security comes at the expense 
of extreme restrictions on fundamental 
rights (ranking ninety-fifth, and last 
among its income and regional peers), 
including on freedoms of speech, press, 
and association, right to life and security 
of the person, and privacy.  The country 
ranks last in the world in providing 
HIIHFWLYH FKHFNV RQ WKH JRYHUQPHQW¶V
power.  The judiciary and the legislature 
are not independent of government 
control and all branches of government 
are perceived to be severely affected by 
corruption. Nonetheless, the country 
outperforms most of its regional peers 
in regulatory enforcement and civil 
justice.  
20
12
 | 
Th
e 
W
JP
 R
ul
e 
of
 L
aw
 In
de
x
40
Egypt
Iran
Jordan
Lebanon
Morocco
Tunisia
United Arab Emirates
COUNTRIES
CRIMINAL JUSTICE 54/97
FUNDAMENTAL RIGHTS
OPEN GOVERNMENT
AVERAGE RANKINGS FOR: 
MIDDLE EAST & NORTH AFRICA
53/97
46/97
48/97
76/97
57/97
49/97
46/97
LIMITED GOVERNMENT POWERS
ABSENCE OF CORRUPTION
ORDER AND SECURITY
CIVIL JUSTICE
REGULATORY ENFORCEMENT
Middle East & 
North Africa
The WJP Rule of Law Index 2012 report 
covers seven countries in the Middle 
East and North Africa region: Egypt, 
Iran, Jordan, Lebanon, Morocco, 
Tunisia, and the United Arab Emirates. 
Overall, the region receives middling 
scores for most factors, although the 
Arab Spring has put several countries 
on the road towards establishing 
governments which are more open and 
accountable, and functioning systems 
of checks and balances. Compared to 
the rest of the world, crime is low. The 
region’s lowest scores are in the area of 
fundamental rights due to restrictions 
on freedom of religion and free speech, 
and discrimination against women and 
minorities.
Egypt is in the process of establishing 
a functioning system of checks and 
balances (ranked fortieth overall and first 
in the region) and an open government 
(ranking fifty-first overall and second in 
the region). Administrative agencies are 
ineﬃcient, lax in enforcing regulations, 
and aﬀected by improper influence. The 
civil justice system is slow and subject to 
political pressure. Security is the lowest 
in the region and people frequently 
resort to violence to resolve grievances. 
Violations of fundamental rights, most 
notably freedom of religion, privacy, 
due process, and discrimination against 
women and minorities are also areas of 
concern.
Iran’s system of law enforcement is 
relatively strong but is often used as 
an instrument to perpetrate abuses. 
The country ranks last in the world 
on protection of fundamental rights. 
Government accountability is weak 
(ranking eighty-fifth globally and last 
within the region), and corruption 
persists. Administrative agencies 
are relatively eﬀective in enforcing 
regulations (ranking forty-first overall 
and eleventh among upper-middle 
income countries), and courts are 
accessible and relatively speedy, but 
subject to political interference.
Jordan is in the top half of the rankings 
among upper-middle income countries 
in most dimensions, with relatively high 
marks in the areas of security, civil and 
criminal justice, absence of corruption, 
and eﬀective regulatory enforcement. 
Property rights are also well protected. 
Protection of fundamental rights is weak 
(ranking seventy-fifth), particularly with 
regard to discrimination and labor rights.
Lebanon ranks first in the region on 
protection of fundamental rights (ranked 
thirty-ninth globally), and has relatively 
eﬀective checks on government power 
(ranking forty-fourth), including a 
vibrant civil society and a free media. 
The country ranks poorly on measures
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of corruption (sixty-second) and 
government agencies struggle with 
inefficiencies. The country is relatively 
safe from crime, but political violence 
is a major problem. The civil court 
system ranks poorly (seventy-seventh), 
mainly because of corruption, delays, 
discrimination against marginalized 
groups, and the lack of due process 
in criminal cases. Harsh conditions in 
correctional facilities are also a source 
of concern. 
Morocco has seen improvements as a 
result of ongoing reforms in the areas of 
open government (ranking thirty-ninth 
and government accountability (ranking 
forty-third). Despite the progress 
achieved, substantial challenges remain 
in the dimensions of corruption (ranking 
eightieth), regulatory enforcement 
(ranking sixty-first), and protection of 
fundamental rights (ranking eightieth). 
The civil justice system ranks forty-
eighth overall and third among 
lower-middle income countries and 
the criminal justice system ranks poorly 
(eighty-ninth), due in large part to lack 
of due process. On the other hand, 
Morocco outperforms most lower-
middle income countries in protecting 
the security of its citizens from crime.
Tunisia ranks near the top among the 
FRXQWULHV LQ WKH UHJLRQ 7KH FRXQWU\¶V
administrative agencies are effective in 
enforcing regulations (ranking thirty-
eighth overall) and civil courts, although 
Box 9 : Value of Indicators
Indices and indicators are very useful tools. The systematic tracking of infant mortality rates, 
for instance, has greatly contributed to improving health outcomes around the globe. In a 
similar fashion, the WJP Rule of Law Index monitors the health of a country’s institutional 
environment—such as whether government officials are accountable under the law, and 
whether legal institutions protect fundamental rights and provide ordinary people access to 
justice. By producing independent, comprehensive, and policy-oriented rule of law indicators 
worldwide, the Index aims to be a reliable source of impartial data that can be used to measure 
and assess a nation’s adherence to the rule of law in practice, and help identify priorities for 
reform. In these ways, the Index can be a powerful tool for mobilizing efforts by policymakers 
and civil society to strengthen the rule of law. 
One example of the usefulness of the Index in informing policy debates comes from the 
work of the WJP in Tunisia. In May 2012, the WJP hosted a small, country-level workshop in 
Tunis, which convened more than two dozen well-placed representatives of Tunisia’s civil 
society, government, media, and business sectors to come together to assess rule of law 
challenges facing Tunisia and develop recommendations for the country’s ongoing reform 
process in the aftermath of the Tunisian revolution. At the meeting, new polling data from 
the WJP Rule of Law Index was used to help identify strengths and weaknesses of the rule of 
law in Tunisia. Workshop participants discussed the transition in Tunisia in light of the Index 
findings and international examples of constitutional transition processes in Afghanistan, 
Spain, Colombia, and South Africa. They developed a set of recommendations and presented 
them to the press and to Tunisian government leaders. 
The outcome of this engagement was a document both produced and owned by Tunisians, 
which discussed the importance of the rule of law to Tunisia’s historic transition. This project 
exemplifies the value of indices and indicators in informing policy discussions and the 
transformative power of multidisciplinary collaboration in strengthening the rule of law.2
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slow, are relatively accessible and 
free of political influence. Corruption 
is not as pervasive as in most other 
countries of the region (ranking thirty-
ninth) and security is relatively high 
UDQNLQJWKLUW\ILUVW7XQLVLD¶VZHDNHVW
performance is in the area of open 
government, where it ranks fifty-fifth 
globally, and fourth among its regional 
peers and on protection of fundamental 
rights (ranking sixty-third).
The United Arab Emirates leads the 
region in several dimensions of the rule 
of law. Public institutions in the country 
are relatively well developed and free 
of corruption (ranking twenty-third 
globally), and government officers are 
held accountable for misconduct. The 
country is safe from crime and violence 
(ranking fifth in the world) and the civil 
court system is efficient and relatively 
independent, although discrimination 
against marginalized groups is a 
problem. On the other hand, the formal 
system of checks and balances remains 
weak, and the country has a poor record 
on respect for fundamental rights 
(ranking eighty-second), including 
labor rights, freedom of assembly, 
freedom of religion, and freedom of 
opinion and expression. Accessibility 
of official information is lower than in 
other high income countries. 
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LIMITED GOVERNMENT POWERS
ABSENCE OF CORRUPTION
ORDER AND SECURITY
OPEN GOVERNMENT
REGULATORY ENFORCEMENT
CIVIL JUSTICE
AVERAGE RANKINGS FOR: 
LATIN AMERICA & THE CARIBBEAN
FUNDAMENTAL RIGHTS
56/97
57/97
72/97
49/97
52/97
54/97
63/97
CRIMINAL JUSTICE 68/97
COUNTRIES
Argentina
Bolivia
Brazil
Chile
Colombia
Dominican Republic
Ecuador
El Salvador
Guatemala
Jamaica
Mexico
Nicaragua
Panama
Peru
Uruguay
Venezuela
Latin America & 
the Caribbean
Latin America presents a picture of sharp 
contrasts. In spite of recent movements 
toward openness and political freedoms 
that have positioned many countries at 
the forefront of protecting basic rights 
and civil liberties, the region’s public 
institutions remain fragile. Corruption 
and a lack of government accountability 
are still prevalent, and the perception 
of impunity remains widespread. 
Furthermore, public institutions in Latin 
America are not as eﬃcient as those of 
countries in other regions, and police 
forces struggle to provide protection 
from crime and to punish perpetrators 
for abuses. Crime rates in Latin American 
countries are the highest in the world 
and their criminal investigation and 
adjudication systems rank among the 
worst.
Argentina faces challenges in 
many dimensions of the rule of law. 
Government accountability is weak, 
partly because of the poor performance 
of government agencies in investigating 
allegations of misconduct, as well 
as political interference with law 
enforcement agencies and the judiciary. 
Regulatory agencies are perceived 
as ineﬀective (ranking seventy-fifth 
globally and fourth to last in the region) 
and property rights are weak. Another 
area of concern is the high incidence of 
crime. In contrast, Argentina performs 
well on protection of fundamental 
rights, including freedom of religion and 
freedom of assembly and association. 
The court system, although slow and 
not fully independent, is relatively 
accessible.
Bolivia is one of the weakest performers 
in the region in many dimensions 
of the rule of law. The country faces 
challenges in terms of transparency and 
accountability of public institutions, 
reflecting a climate characterized by 
impunity, corruption, and political 
interference. The judicial system is 
ineﬃcient and aﬀected by corruption. 
The country performs poorly in the 
areas of discrimination and respect for 
fundamental rights, most notably 
freedom of opinion and expression. 
Property rights are weak, and police 
abuses are a significant problem. Bolivia’s 
best performance is in the area of order 
and security, where it ranks sixty-third 
globally, and fourth among its regional 
peers.
Brazil follows Chile and Uruguay as the 
third-best performer in the region and 
has the highest marks overall among 
the BRIC economies. The country has 
a good system of checks on executive 
power (ranked thirty-fifth), although a 
perceived culture of impunity among 
government oﬃcials is a source of 
concern. Fundamental rights are 
generally respected, with Brazil ranking
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AVERAGE RANKINGS FOR: 
LATIN AMERICA & THE CARIBBEAN
FUNDAMENTAL RIGHTS
COUNTRIES
fifth among upper middle income 
countries and fourth among its regional 
peers. Regulatory agencies are 
perceived as relatively independent, 
but inefficient. The civil justice system 
is relatively accessible (ranking forty-
third globally and third in the region), 
although court procedures are prone 
to delays and decisions are sometimes 
GLIILFXOW WR HQIRUFH %UD]LO¶V ORZHVW
score is in the area of order and security, 
ranking sixty-ninth among all indexed 
countries, due to high crime rates. 
Police abuses and harsh conditions 
in correctional facilities are also a 
problem. 
Chile leads the region in four 
dimensions of the rule of law, and 
ranks in the top 25 worldwide in 
six dimensions. The government is 
accountable and courts are transparent 
DQGHIILFLHQW:KLOH&KLOH¶VFULPHUDWHV
are relatively high in comparison to 
other upper middle income countries, 
the criminal justice system is effective 
and generally adheres to due process. 
Areas in need of attention include 
discrimination against low income 
groups and ethnic minorities, harsh 
conditions in correctional facilities, and 
criminal recidivism. 
Colombia outperforms most Latin 
American countries in the dimensions 
of regulatory enforcement (ranking fifth 
in the region) and open government 
(ranking seventh in the region and 
thirty-eighth globally). The judicial 
system is independent and one of the 
most accessible and affordable in the 
region; however, it is afflicted by 
delays and lack of effectiveness in the 
investigation and prosecution of crimes. 
Colombia faces serious challenges 
in the area of order and security 
(ranking ninety-fifth), which is partly 
attributable to the presence of powerful 
criminal organizations. Police abuses, 
violations of human rights, and poor 
conditions at correctional facilities are 
also significant problems. Civil conflict 
remains an area of concern.
The Dominican Republic performs 
relatively well in open government 
(ranking thirty-sixth overall and sixth 
in Latin America), and has a relatively 
efficient civil court system. However, 
crime and vigilante justice, lack of 
accountability for misconduct of 
government officers, corruption, and 
poor conditions at correctional facilities 
require attention. 
Ecuador underperforms the majority 
of Latin American countries in most 
dimensions of the rule of law. Security is 
a major concern (ranking eighty-fifth). 
Government accountability is weak and 
checks on the executive are limited 
(ranking eighty-first globally and 
thirteenth in the region). Administrative 
agencies fall within regional standards, 
but they are not as effective in 
enforcing regulations as others in the 
region. Civil courts are inefficient, and 
vulnerable to corruption and political 
interference (ranking eighty-fifth 
globally and third to last among upper-
middle income countries). Protection 
of property rights is weak. On the other 
hand, the Ecuadorian criminal justice 
system, although not free of problems, 
ranks better than most other systems in 
the region. Ecuador performs relatively 
well in protecting labor rights. 
El Salvador falls in the middle of the 
global rankings in most categories. The 
country ranks relatively well in the 
areas of regulatory enforcement and 
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access to civil justice, particularly when 
compared with countries at similar 
stages of economic development. The 
country faces serious challenges in the 
area of security, and in criminal justice 
–where it ranks second to last in the 
world—chiefly because of corruption 
among judges and law enforcement 
officials, police abuses, and harsh 
conditions at correctional facilities. 
Guatemala places in the bottom 
half of Latin American countries in 
most dimensions of the rule of law. 
Its civil and criminal justice systems 
rank eighty-eighth and eighty-fourth, 
respectively, and the country suffers 
from widespread crime and corruption. 
Guatemala performs relatively well 
on freedom of religion, freedom of 
assembly, and effective protection of 
the right to petition the government 
when compared with its income-group 
peers. 
Jamaica performs strongly in 
guaranteeing freedom of religion and 
freedom of opinion and expression. 
The judicial system is independent and 
relatively free of corruption, but it is 
also slow and ineffective. Police abuses 
and harsh conditions at correctional 
facilities are a source of concern. 
7KH FRXQWU\¶V PDLQ ZHDNQHVVHV OLH LQ
the dimensions of security and open 
government, in which the country 
ranks twenty-third and twenty-fourth, 
respectively among upper-middle 
income countries. Vigilante justice and 
organized crime are among the areas in 
need of attention. 
Mexico has a long constitutional 
tradition with an independent judiciary 
and strong protections for free speech 
and freedom of religion. Mexico stands 
out among Latin American countries 
for effective checks on government 
power (ranking sixth in the region) and 
an open government (ranking thirty-
second globally and fifth within the 
region). Corruption is a serious problem 
in all branches of government (ranking 
VHYHQW\IRXUWK DQG 0H[LFR¶V SROLFH
forces struggle to guarantee the security 
of its citizens against crime and violence 
(ranking ninety-first). The criminal 
justice system also ranks ninety-first, 
mainly because of weaknesses in the 
criminal investigation and adjudication 
systems, prevalent discrimination 
against vulnerable groups, corruption 
among judges and law enforcement 
officials, and violations of due process 
of law and the rights of the accused. 
Failures to prosecute government 
officials who commit violations and 
corrupt acts are also a cause of concern.
Nicaragua ranks ninety-third in 
government accountability due to the 
erosion of checks on the executive 
branch and political interference within 
the legislature and the judiciary. The 
performance of administrative agencies 
is on par with other countries in the 
region. Civil courts, however, are 
inefficient and corrupt, even by regional 
standards (ranking eighty-sixth overall 
and twelfth in the region). Although not 
as large a problem as in other countries 
of the region, crime is an area in need 
of attention. Nicaragua performs better 
on measures of openness and civic 
participation (ranking fifty-second) 
and labor rights are relatively well 
protected. 
Panama ranks particularly well on open 
government (ranking twenty-eighth 
overall and third in the region) and 
protection of fundamental rights (forty-
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Figure 6: Burglary rates in Latin America
% of people who have experienced a burglary
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Figure 7:  Conviction rates in Latin America
% of perpetrators of burglaries who are captured, prosecuted, and punished
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Crime rates in Latin America are among the 
highest in the world (Figure 6). Although 
there are many different contributing 
factors, one of the most important relates to 
deficiencies in the criminal justice system. 
A well-functioning criminal justice system 
serves to inhibit crime by providing strong 
disincentives to potential lawbreakers. An 
ineffective and corrupt system, on the other 
hand, provides little deterrence to criminal 
behavior.
With high crime rates prevalent throughout 
Latin America, the state of the region’s 
criminal justice system is a cause for 
concern. Criminal investigations in much 
of the region are ineffective and criminal 
adjudications are often unreliable, resulting 
in low arrest and conviction rates (Figure 7). 
Systemic corruption among judges and law 
enforcement officials (second only to sub-
Saharan Africa) adds to the problem. In many 
countries, the possibility for offenders to buy 
their way out of punishment renders the 
entire system toothless.  Moreover, in many 
countries, when perpetrators are caught 
and imprisoned, they continue to engage 
in criminal activity from within the prison 
system. Sub-factor 8.3 measures whether a 
country’s correctional system is effective in 
reducing criminal behavior. Latin America 
ranks last overall, and contains seven of 
the 13 weakest performers.
An ineffective criminal justice system 
undermines public confidence and can 
lead to the adoption of harsh measures 
that violate rights without enhancing 
public safety. Reducing crime rates in Latin 
America requires, among other things, 
comprehensive reform of the criminal 
justice system that embraces all the actors 
in order to build a system that deters 
crime and incapacitates offenders while 
respecting human rights.
Box 10 : Crime rates in Latin America
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fifth overall and seventh in the region). 
Administrative agencies are inefficient 
in enforcing regulations, although their 
performance is on par with most other 
nations in the region (ranking fifty-first 
overall). The judiciary is inefficient 
and influenced by other branches of 
government. Crime is a significant 
problem, although not as high as in 
most of the region. The criminal justice 
system has substantial deficiencies 
(ranking eighty-second globally and 
twenty-eighth among upper middle 
income countries). 
Peru ranks in the middle of Latin 
American countries in most dimensions. 
It scores well with regard to checks 
on executive power (thirty-second 
globally and third in the region) as well 
as in protection of fundamental rights, 
including freedom of thought and 
religion and freedom of opinion and 
expression. The country ranks poorly 
on measures of corruption (seventy-
fifth overall and twenty-eighth among 
upper-middle income countries) and 
government agencies struggle with 
inefficiencies. The civil justice system 
is perceived as slow, expensive, 
and inaccessible, particularly for 
disadvantaged groups. The criminal 
justice system ranks fifty-seventh—due 
chiefly to corruption and deficiencies 
in the criminal investigation and 
adjudication systems.
Uruguay LV WKH UHJLRQ¶V VHFRQG EHVW
performer. The country scores relatively 
well on government accountability 
(ranking twenty-sixth) and absence 
of corruption (ranking seventeenth). 
Administrative agencies are effective 
in enforcing regulations and civil courts 
are independent, accessible, and free of 
LPSURSHU LQIOXHQFH 8UXJXD\¶V ORZHVW
score is in the area of security, on 
which it ranks fifty-sixth. The country 
also faces challenges in strengthening 
the functioning of its criminal justice 
system (ranking forty-fifth). 
Venezuela is the weakest performer in 
the region in most dimensions of the 
rule of law. Government accountability 
is weak (ranking third to last in the 
world), corruption is widespread 
(ranking eighty-first), crime and 
violence are common (ranking 
ninetieth), government institutions 
are not transparent, and the criminal 
justice system is ineffective and subject 
to political influence (ranking last in 
the world). The country also displays 
serious flaws in guaranteeing respect 
for fundamental rights, in particular, 
freedom of opinion and expression, 
and the right to privacy. Property rights 
DUHZHDN9HQH]XHOD¶V VWURQJHVW VFRUHV
are in the areas of religious freedom, 
accessibility of the civil courts, and 
protection of labor rights.
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LIMITED GOVERNMENT POWERS
ABSENCE OF CORRUPTION
ORDER AND SECURITY
FUNDAMENTAL RIGHTS
OPEN GOVERNMENT
REGULATORY ENFORCEMENT
CIVIL JUSTICE
AVERAGE RANKINGS FOR: 
SUB-SAHARAN AFRICA
63/97
67/97
71/97
68/97
70/97
68/97
58/97
CRIMINAL JUSTICE 67/97
Botswana
Burkina Faso
Cameroon
Côte d’Ivoire
Ethiopia
Ghana
Kenya
Liberia
Madagascar
Malawi
Nigeria
Senegal
Sierra Leone
South Africa
Tanzania
Uganda
Zambia
Zimbabwe
COUNTRIES
Sub-Saharan  
Africa
When examined holistically as a region, 
Sub-Saharan Africa (AFR) lags behind 
other regions around the world in nearly 
all dimensions of the rule of law. Despite 
ongoing reforms, many countries lack 
adequate checks on executive authority, 
and government accountability is also 
weak. Many public institutions and courts 
throughout the region are ineﬃcient and 
vulnerable to undue influence. Crime and 
vigilante justice also weigh heavily on 
the region. Although the region’s record 
on fundamental rights is mixed, most 
countries do relatively well in protecting 
the fundamental freedoms of speech, 
religion, and assembly. Top performers 
in the region include Botswana and 
Ghana, which have begun to outperform 
some higher income countries in several 
dimensions.
Botswana ranks first in the region in all 
dimensions of the rule of law but one. 
There is an eﬀective system of checks 
and balances, including an independent 
judiciary and a free press.  Corruption is 
minimal and all branches of government 
operate effectively. Fundamental rights 
are generally respected (ranking fifth  in 
the region), although limitations on 
the right to privacy and discrimination 
against immigrants and ethnic minorities 
are areas of concern. Although the civil 
and criminal justice systems compare 
favorably to other countries in the 
region, delays and the poor condition of 
correctional facilities are areas in need 
of attention.
Burkina Faso  outperforms most of its 
regional and income peers in all but one 
dimension of the rule of law. As compared 
to other countries in the region, the 
country scores well in the areas of 
regulatory enforcement and civil justice, 
ranking third and fourth in the region, 
respectively. The country also performs 
relatively well in freedom of speech, 
assembly, and religion, and protection 
of fundamental labor rights. The country 
ranks seventy-ninth in government 
accountability due to the lack of rigorous 
checks on the executive and political 
interference among the diﬀerent 
branches of government. Although not 
as pervasive as in other parts of Africa, 
corruption is commonplace, and crime 
and vigilante justice are significant 
challenges. The criminal justice system 
also requires attention (ranking sixty-
third overall and ninth within the 
region), particularly as concerns the lack 
of due process and harsh conditions in 
correctional facilities. 
Cameroon lags behind its regional and 
income peers in most categories. The 
country faces challenges in terms of 
accountability and the functioning of 
public institutions. Checks and balances 
are poor (ranking ninety-fourth overall
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and second to last within the region), 
and corruption is pervasive (ranking 
last in the world). The civil court 
system is slow and subject to political 
influence. The country scores poorly 
on respect for fundamental rights 
(ranking ninetieth), including freedom 
of assembly, opinion, and expression, 
as well as labor rights. Cameroon has 
a relatively low incidence of crime, 
but police abuses, a high incidence of 
mob and vigilante justice, and harsh 
conditions in correctional facilities are 
areas in need of attention.
Cote D’Ivoire is in the lower half of the 
regional rankings on most rule of law 
dimensions. It ranks eightieth globally 
and fifteenth in the region on checks on 
government power due to limitations 
on the independence of the judiciary 
and the legislature and governmental 
pressure on the media and civil society 
organizations. Conflict-related violence 
and violations of fundamental rights 
are serious concerns, including torture, 
disappearances, and extrajudicial 
execution of political opponents, and 
restrictions on freedom of speech 
and privacy. The civil justice system 
functions relatively well (ranking 
eighth among lower middle-income 
countries). The criminal system ranks 
eighty-fifth, due in part to violations 
of due process and poor conditions of 
FRUUHFWLRQDO IDFLOLWLHV 7KH FRXQWU\¶V
best performance is in the area of 
effective regulatory enforcement—
ranking sixth in the region and seventh 
among lower middle-income countries.  
Ethiopia is in the bottom half of the 
rankings among low income countries 
in most dimensions. Accountability 
is very weak by regional standards 
(ranking eighty-eighth globally and 
third to last among low income nations) 
and corruption is prevalent. The 
performance of regulatory agencies and 
courts is weak. The country has a very 
poor record in protecting fundamental 
rights, ranking ninety-second globally 
and second to last in the region. Of 
greatest concern are restrictions limiting 
freedom of speech and assembly as well 
as illegal detentions and due process 
violations. Property rights are weak.
Ghana is the strongest performer 
among low-income countries in most 
dimensions. The country has strong 
protections for fundamental rights 
(ranking twenty-ninth overall and first 
in the region), a functioning system 
of checks and balances (ranking 
twenty-third overall and second in 
the region) and an open government 
(ranking thirtieth overall and third in 
the region). Administrative efficiency 
and corruption are a challenge, 
although the country outperforms most 
of its regional peers in both dimensions. 
The civil justice system is relatively 
independent, but slow and inaccessible 
to most people. Security from crime 
(ranking sixty-first), vigilante justice, 
and deficiencies in the criminal 
investigation and adjudication systems, 
are areas that require attention.
Kenya ranks seventy-fifth in 
government accountability, which is 
partly attributable to the inability of 
the legislature and the judiciary to act 
as an effective check on the executive 
branch. Corruption is widespread and 
regulatory enforcement is ineffective 
by regional standards. Crime and 
vigilante justice are areas of concern. 
On the other hand, the country scores 
relatively well in open government, 
where it ranks fifth among countries in 
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Box 11 : Fundamental Rights
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Figure 8: Fundamental Rights around the world
Countries grouped in quartiles according to their factor 4 score.
Under the rule of law, fundamental rights must 
be recognized and effectively guaranteed. The 
WJP Rule of Law Index considers the effective 
protection of fundamental rights in factor 4. 
The scores of this factor and its components 
measure how well countries uphold and 
protect a modest menu of rights and freedoms 
that are firmly established under international 
law including the right to equal treatment 
and the absence of discrimination, the right 
to life and security of the person, the due 
process of the law and rights of the accused, 
the freedom of opinion and expression, the 
freedom of belief and religion, the absence 
of any arbitrary interference of privacy, the 
freedom of assembly and association, and the 
protection of fundamental labor rights. 
Effective protection of fundamental rights 
varies greatly across the world (Figure 8), and 
although some countries struggle more than 
others, no one has a perfect record. Wealthy 
countries in Western Europe, North America, 
and Asia face challenges in combating 
discriminatory practices against women, 
ethnic minorities, foreign immigrants, and 
the poor. In the Asia Pacific region, countries 
such as Cambodia, China, and Vietnam score 
poorly on respect for basic liberties –most 
notably freedom of speech and freedom of 
assembly– and on enforcing prohibitions 
against child and forced labor. Countries in 
Eastern Europe and Central Asia struggle to 
guarantee protection for whistleblowers, 
and in Latin America due process violations 
and harsh treatment of prisoners and 
detainees are sources of concern. Countries 
in the Middle East and North Africa lag in 
guaranteeing equal treatment to women 
and in protecting fundamental freedoms. In 
South Asia, civil conflict creates situations 
conducive to violations of the right to life, and 
in Sub-Saharan Africa the poor continue to 
receive unequal treatment under the law. 
Despite differences in legal systems, 
conceptual meaning, and specific 
entitlements, all governments agree that it is 
necessary to guarantee fundamental rights. 
The pathway to achieve and enjoy such rights, 
however, is the challenge.  
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Sub-Saharan Africa. The country also 
performs relatively well on freedom of 
religion and freedom of assembly and 
association. 
Liberia¶V VFRUHV UHIOHFW UHFHQW
advances toward a functioning system 
of checks and balances and a sound 
institutional environment. The country 
ranks relatively well in the area of 
government accountability (fourth 
among low-income countries) but lacks 
effective sanctions to punish official 
misconduct. Despite ongoing reforms, 
the quality of administrative agencies 
and the judiciary are hampered by 
corruption and a lack of resources. On 
the other hand, Liberia outperforms its 
regional peers in protecting freedom of 
speech, religion and assembly.
Madagascar is in the upper half of low 
income countries on all dimensions 
of the rule of law.  However, the 
country has relatively weak checks on 
government powers (ranking seventy-
third overall and tenth within the 
region) and widespread corruption 
(seventy-second overall and eleventh 
in the region). Following the 2009 
coup, the absence of legitimate 
mechanisms for the orderly transition 
of power remains a major rule of 
law concern. There are significant 
limitations on freedom of speech and 
privacy, as well as on the ability to 
petition the government and to access 
official information. Police abuses 
and delays in the justice system are 
DOVR DUHDV RI FRQFHUQ 7KH FRXQWU\¶V
strongest scores are in the areas of 
order and security (ranking second in 
the region and first among low income 
countries), and delivery of criminal 
justice (ranking second regionally and 
by income level).
Malawi achieves its highest scores in 
the dimensions of civil justice (ranking 
thirty-fifth overall and third in the 
region) and order and security (ranking 
fifty-seventh overall and fourth in the 
region).  Its weakest performance is in 
protection of fundamental rights (eighty-
first overall and twelfth in the region), 
and checks on government powers 
(ranking sixty-fifth overall and ninth in 
the region). The judiciary is relatively 
independent, accessible, effective and 
free of corruption. Enforcement of 
government regulations, availability 
of official information, violations 
of due process, and poor conditions 
of correctional facilities are areas of 
concern.   
Nigeria ranks near the bottom half of 
lower middle-income countries in most 
dimensions. Checks on the executive 
branch are relatively weak (ranking 
seventy-fourth) and corruption is 
endemic (ranking ninety-fifth). The 
country is afflicted with civil conflict and 
political violence. Crime and vigilante 
justice are serious problems (ranking 
ninety-fourth), as is the performance 
of the criminal justice system (ranked 
ninety-fourth overall and last in the 
UHJLRQ 1LJHULD¶V EHVW SHUIRUPDQFH
is in the area of civil justice, where it 
ranks fifty-third globally and fourth 
among its income peers.
Senegal is in the top half of the rankings 
among lower-middle income countries 
in most dimensions, owing to ongoing 
reforms. The country scores relatively 
well on checks on government power 
(ranking forty-second overall and 
fourth among its income group). 
Administrative proceedings are 
more efficient than elsewhere in the 
region and the civil justice system is 
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relatively independent, but slow and 
inaccessible to most people. Corruption 
is a problem, as is open government, 
on which the country ranks seventy-
fifth. The country ranks forty-seventh 
in protecting fundamental rights and 
fourth within the region, although 
police abuses and harsh treatment of 
prisoners are a source of concern. 
Sierra Leone ranks second among low 
income countries, and fifth in the region 
with respect to checks on government 
power. The judiciary and the legislature 
are relatively independent, and the 
press and civil society organizations 
are mostly free from government 
interference.  Major problems include 
high crime rates, generalized corruption, 
ineffective regulatory enforcement, lack 
of availability of official information, 
and severe deficiencies in the criminal 
justice system. 
South Africa is in the top half of the 
rankings among upper-middle income 
countries in most dimensions. The 
country has relatively effective checks 
on government power (ranking thirty-
fourth) and an open government 
UDQNLQJWZHQW\VHYHQWK7KHFRXQWU\¶V
civil justice system is independent, 
but slow. The lack of security and 
the prevalence of crime and vigilante 
justice are serious problems (ranking 
eighty-eighth overall). The country 
has a relatively ineffective criminal 
justice system, and the condition of 
correctional facilities is poor. 
Tanzania ranks in the upper half of low 
income countries in most dimensions of 
WKH UXOH RI ODZ 7KH FRXQWU\¶V KLJKHVW
marks are in the dimension of limited 
government powers (ranking third 
among low income countries and sixth 
in the region). However, the judiciary is 
inefficient and affected by corruption. 
Crime and vigilante justice are major 
problems.  Poor regulatory enforcement 
and lack of access to official information 
are other areas of concern. 
Uganda ranks below the majority of 
countries in the region in all dimensions 
of the rule of law. Government 
accountability is weak by regional 
standards (ranking seventy-eighth) and 
administrative agencies are inefficient 
and affected by corruption (ranking 
eighty-second overall and fourteenth 
within the region). Protection of 
fundamental rights is weak (ranking 
eighty-sixth), and civil conflict and 
political violence remain significant 
challenges. Courts, although relatively 
independent, are under-resourced, slow, 
and inaccessible to most people.
Zambia ranks in the lower half of 
lower middle income countries in 
most dimensions of the rule of law. 
It scores relatively well on checks on 
government power (ninth in its income 
group and eighth in the region). The 
legislature and judiciary are vulnerable to 
government interference, and transitions 
of power occur in accordance with 
the law. Protection of fundamental 
rights, including freedom of speech and 
assembly, is very weak, ranking ninety-
¿UVW RYHUDOO DQG WZHQW\¿UVW DPRQJ
lower middle-income countries. Other 
rule of law concerns include the limited 
DYDLODELOLW\RIRI¿FLDOLQIRUPDWLRQGHOD\V
in judicial and administrative proceedings, 
vigilante justice, discrimination against 
marginalized segments of society, and 
poor conditions of correctional facilities. 
7KH FRXQWU\¶V EHVW SHUIRUPDQFH LV RQ
corruption (ranking sixth among its 
income group and sixth in the region).
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Zimbabwe is among the weakest 
performers worldwide in most 
dimensions of the rule of law. Checks 
on government power are extremely 
weak, (ranking ninety-sixth), and the 
country fails to protect fundamental 
rights (ranked ninety-sixth and last 
among its regional and income peers), 
including freedom of speech, assembly 
and association. Corruption is pervasive 
and voting irregularities are rampant. 
Open government and protection of 
property from expropriation are very 
ZHDN  =LPEDEZH¶V EHVW SHUIRUPDQFH LV
in the dimension of effective criminal 
justice (ranking tenth in the region and 
eighth among low income countries), 
despite severe violations of due process 
of law and the rights of the accused.
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COUNTRIES
Bangladesh
India
Nepal
Pakistan
Sri Lanka
LIMITED GOVERNMENT POWERS
ABSENCE OF CORRUPTION
ORDER AND SECURITY
FUNDAMENTAL RIGHTS
OPEN GOVERNMENT
REGULATORY ENFORCEMENT
CIVIL JUSTICE
AVERAGE RANKINGS FOR: 
SOUTH ASIA
60/97
75/97
82/97
69/97
75/97
81/97
CRIMINAL JUSTICE 59/97
71/97
South Asia
Although many countries in the region 
have made eﬀorts to strengthen 
governance, South Asia, as a region, is 
the weakest performer overall in most 
dimensions of the rule of law. These 
countries are characterized by high levels 
of corruption and a lack of government 
accountability. Administrative agencies 
are ineﬃcient and civil courts are slow. 
Civil conflict and insecurity are major 
threats to stability and progress. The 
region has relatively low crime rates. 
Criminal justice systems, although not 
without problems, perform slightly 
better than those in other regions of the 
world. 
Bangladesh scores poorly in government 
accountability (ranking eighty-third 
globally and twelfth among low-income 
countries), and administrative agencies 
and courts are extremely ineﬃcient 
and corrupt. The country faces serious 
challenges in the dimension of civil 
justice, in which it ranks last in the world, 
mainly because of the lengthy duration 
of cases and judicial corruption. Human 
rights violations and police abuses are 
also a significant problem. Bangladesh’s 
best performance is in the area of order 
and security, where it ranks seventy-
second globally and ninth among low-
income countries. The country has lower 
crime rates than many countries with 
higher levels of economic development, 
although mob justice is a persistent 
problem. 
India has a robust system of checks 
and balances (ranked thirty-seventh 
worldwide and second among lower 
middle income countries), an independent 
judiciary, strong protections for freedom 
of speech, and a relatively open 
government (ranking fiftieth globally 
and fourth among lower-middle income 
countries). Administrative agencies 
do not perform well (ranking seventy-
ninth), and the civil court system ranks 
poorly (ranking seventy-eighth), mainly 
because of deficiencies in the areas of 
court congestion, enforcement, and 
delays in processing cases. Corruption 
is a significant problem (ranking eighty-
third), and police discrimination and 
abuses are not unusual. Order and 
security — including crime, civil conflict, 
and political violence— is a serious 
concern (ranked second lowest in the 
world).
Nepal  outperforms its regional peers 
and most other low income countries in 
several dimensions of the rule of law. The 
country’s best scores are in the areas of 
criminal justice (ranking first among 
low income countries and second in 
the region), protection of fundamental 
rights (ranking third among low income 
countries and second in the region), 
and absence of crime. Rule of law areas 
of particular concern in the c o u n t r y
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include endemic corruption, especially 
among the judiciary and the legislature, 
severe limitations in the accessibility and 
affordability of civil justice, delays in 
administrative and judicial proceedings, 
instability of the legal framework, and 
impunity for governmental abuses and 
human rights violations.    
Pakistan shows weaknesses in most 
dimensions when compared to its 
regional and income group peers. Low 
levels of government accountability 
are compounded by the prevalence 
of corruption, a weak justice system, and 
a poor security situation, particularly 
related to terrorism and crime. The 
country scores more strongly on 
judicial independence and fairness in 
administrative proceedings.
Sri Lanka outperforms its regional 
peers in all but two dimensions of the 
rule of law.  The country also outpaces 
most lower-middle income countries in 
several areas, ranking second in criminal 
justice, and third in the dimensions 
of open government, effective 
regulatory enforcement, and absence of 
corruption.  On the other hand, violence 
and human rights violations related to 
the legacy of a protracted civil conflict 
are serious problems.  Other areas of 
concern are vigilante justice, delays and 
barriers to access civil justice, and lack 
of accessibility of official information.
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Country Profiles | 
Each country profile presents the 
IHDWXUHG FRXQWU\¶V VFRUHV IRU HDFK RI
WKH :-3 5XOH RI /DZ ,QGH[¶V IDFWRUV
and sub-factors, and draws comparisons 
between the scores of the featured 
country and the scores of other indexed 
countries that share regional and income 
level similarities. All variables used to 
score each of the eight independent 
factors are coded and rescaled to range 
between 0 and 1, where 1 signifies the 
highest score and 0 signifies the lowest 
score. 
1  SECTION 1—SCORES FOR 
THE RULE OF LAW FACTORS
The table in Section 1 displays the 
IHDWXUHG FRXQWU\¶V DJJUHJDWH VFRUHV E\
IDFWRUDQGWKHFRXQWU\¶VUDQNLQJVZLWKLQ
its regional and income level groups. 
Country Profiles
This section presents profiles for the 97 countries and one additional jurisdiction 
included in the 2012 administration of Index
2  SECTION 2—  
DISAGGREGATED 
SCORES
Section 2 displays four graphs 
WKDW VKRZ WKH FRXQWU\¶V
disaggregated scores for 
each of the sub-factors that 
compose the WJP Rule of Law 
Index. 
Each graph shows a circle that 
corresponds to one concept 
measured by the Index. Each 
sub-factor is represented by a 
radius running from the center 
of the circle to the periphery. 
The center of each circle 
corresponds to the lowest possible score 
for each sub-factor (0.00) and the outer 
edge of the circle marks the highest 
possible score for each sub-factor 
(1.00). Higher scores signify a higher 
adherence to the rule of law.
The country scores are shown in purple. 
The graphs also show the average 
scores of all countries indexed within 
the region (in green) and all countries 
indexed with comparable per capita 
income levels (in orange). As a point 
of reference, the graphs also show the 
score achieved for each sub-factor 
by the top performer amongst all 97 
countries indexed (in black).  
Highest possible score (1.00)
A sub-factor is represented 
by a radius from the 
center of the circle to the 
periphery
Lowest possible score (0.00)
Purple Line: Featured Country
Green Line: Regional Peers
Orange Line: Income-level Peers
HOW TO READ THE COUNTRY PROFILES
20
12
 | 
TH
E 
W
JP
 R
U
LE
 O
F 
LA
W
 IN
D
EX
58
1. WJP Rule of Law Index
53% Urban 
19% in three 
largest cities
3m (2012)
Population
Lower middle 
income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.46 71/97 14/21 14/23
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.31 84/97 18/21 15/23
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.73 50/97 19/21 7/23
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.63 42/97 11/21 1/23
Factor 5: Open Government 0.44 60/97 13/21 10/23
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.43 76/97 19/21 13/23
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.51 61/97 14/21 9/23
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.41 74/97 15/21 11/23
Eastern Europe & 
Central Asia
Region
ALBANIA
Key Lower middle income Eastern Europe & Central AsiaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Albania
Tirana, Durres, Elbasan
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
93% Urban 
13% in three 
largest cities
42m (2012)
Population
Upper middle 
income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.46 70/97 11/16 22/30
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.47 50/97 5/16 16/30
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.60 80/97 10/16 24/30
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.63 43/97 6/16 13/30
Factor 5: Open Government 0.48 49/97 8/16 16/30
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.43 75/97 14/16 27/30
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.54 49/97 4/16 14/30
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.43 66/97 7/16 22/30
Latin America & 
Caribbean
Region
ARGENTINA
Key Upper middle income Latin America & CaribbeanTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Argentina
Buenos Aires, Cordoba, Rosario
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
89% Urban 
50% in three 
largest cities
22m (2012)
Population
High income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.88 5/97 1/14 5/29
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.90 8/97 3/14 8/29
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.86 15/97 5/14 14/29
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.84 8/97 2/14 8/29
Factor 5: Open Government 0.84 5/97 2/14 5/29
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.83 5/97 2/14 5/29
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.72 12/97 4/14 12/29
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.72 17/97 5/14 17/29
East Asia & 
Pacific
Region
AUSTRALIA
Key High income East Asia & PacificTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Australia
Sydney, Melbourne, Brisbane
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
68% Urban 
27% in three 
largest cities
8m (2012)
Population
High income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.82 8/97 6/16 8/29
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.77 20/97 13/16 19/29
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.89 9/97 4/16 8/29
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.82 10/97 7/16 10/29
Factor 5: Open Government 0.80 11/97 7/16 11/29
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.84 4/97 3/16 4/29
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.74 10/97 7/16 10/29
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.75 15/97 9/16 15/29
Western Europe 
& North America
Region
AUSTRIA
Key High income Western Europe & North AmericaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Austria
Vienna, Graz, Linz
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
20
12
 | 
TH
E 
W
JP
 R
U
LE
 O
F 
LA
W
 IN
D
EX
62
1. WJP Rule of Law Index
28% Urban 
7% in three 
largest cities
161m (2012)
Population
Low income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.40 83/97 5/5 12/15
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.29 89/97 4/5 12/15
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.62 72/97 2/5 9/15
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.43 87/97 4/5 12/15
Factor 5: Open Government 0.35 89/97 4/5 12/15
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.36 90/97 5/5 11/15
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.32 97/97 5/5 15/15
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.38 83/97 5/5 12/15
South Asia
Region
BANGLADESH
Key Low income South AsiaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Bangladesh
Dhaka, Chittagong, Khulna
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
75% Urban 
28% in three 
largest cities
9m (2012)
Population
Upper middle 
income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.34 91/97 19/21 28/30
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.50 44/97 10/21 12/30
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.78 33/97 9/21 5/30
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.45 84/97 20/21 28/30
Factor 5: Open Government 0.36 87/97 20/21 30/30
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.56 35/97 8/21 6/30
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.63 26/97 3/21 5/30
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.59 34/97 8/21 6/30
Eastern Europe & 
Central Asia
Region
BELARUS
Key Upper middle income Eastern Europe & Central AsiaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Belarus
Minsk, Gomel, Mogilev
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
20
12
 | 
TH
E 
W
JP
 R
U
LE
 O
F 
LA
W
 IN
D
EX
64
1. WJP Rule of Law Index
97% Urban 
18% in three 
largest cities
10m (2012)
Population
High income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.78 16/97 11/16 16/29
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.78 16/97 11/16 16/29
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.84 20/97 11/16 17/29
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.81 11/97 8/16 11/29
Factor 5: Open Government 0.67 21/97 12/16 19/29
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.70 20/97 12/16 18/29
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.68 19/97 11/16 18/29
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.72 19/97 10/16 18/29
Western Europe 
& North America
Region
BELGIUM
Key High income Western Europe & North AmericaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Belgium
Brussels, Antwerp, Gent
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
67% Urban 
49% in three 
largest cities
10m (2012)
Population
Lower middle 
income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.38 84/97 14/16 19/23
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.24 96/97 16/16 22/23
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.67 63/97 4/16 10/23
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.49 77/97 15/16 15/23
Factor 5: Open Government 0.41 72/97 13/16 13/23
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.37 87/97 15/16 20/23
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.38 92/97 15/16 22/23
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.28 95/97 14/16 22/23
Latin America & 
Caribbean
Region
BOLIVIA
Key Lower middle income Latin America & CaribbeanTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Bolivia
La Paz, Santa Cruz, Cochabamba
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
48% Urban 
14% in three 
largest cities
4m (2012)
Population
Upper middle 
income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.55 54/97 8/21 15/30
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.47 51/97 12/21 17/30
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.76 38/97 12/21 7/30
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.67 36/97 9/21 7/30
Factor 5: Open Government 0.49 45/97 9/21 14/30
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.53 45/97 11/21 14/30
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.50 64/97 15/21 20/30
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.62 29/97 6/21 2/30
Eastern Europe & 
Central Asia
Region
BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA
Key Upper middle income Eastern Europe & Central AsiaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Bosnia and Herzegovina
Sarajevo, Banja Luka, Tuzla
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
49% Urban 
18% in three 
largest cities
2m (2012)
Population
Upper middle 
income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.73 20/97 1/18 2/30
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.75 22/97 1/18 2/30
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.76 37/97 1/18 6/30
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.59 51/97 5/18 16/30
Factor 5: Open Government 0.67 20/97 1/18 2/30
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.71 17/97 1/18 1/30
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.65 21/97 1/18 3/30
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.72 18/97 1/18 1/30
Sub-Saharan 
Africa
Region
BOTSWANA
Key Upper middle income Sub-Saharan AfricaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Botswana
Gaborone, Francistown, Molepolole
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
87% Urban 
19% in three 
largest cities
199m (2012)
Population
Upper middle 
income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.62 35/97 4/16 6/30
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.52 38/97 3/16 8/30
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.64 69/97 6/16 18/30
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.69 33/97 4/16 5/30
Factor 5: Open Government 0.54 31/97 4/16 7/30
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.56 37/97 3/16 7/30
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.55 43/97 3/16 11/30
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.49 52/97 3/16 15/30
Latin America & 
Caribbean
Region
BRAZIL
Key Upper middle income Latin America & CaribbeanTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Brazil
São Paulo, Rio de Janeiro, Belo Horizonte
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
71% Urban 
27% in three 
largest cities
7m (2012)
Population
Upper middle 
income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.51 60/97 10/21 19/30
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.46 53/97 13/21 19/30
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.74 47/97 17/21 12/30
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.68 34/97 7/21 6/30
Factor 5: Open Government 0.53 33/97 5/21 9/30
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.50 55/97 12/21 19/30
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.57 40/97 8/21 9/30
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.39 81/97 19/21 27/30
Eastern Europe & 
Central Asia
Region
BULGARIA
Key Upper middle income Eastern Europe & Central AsiaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Bulgaria
Sofia, Plovdiv, Varna
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
26% Urban 
13% in three 
largest cities
17m (2012)
Population
Low income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.43 79/97 14/18 11/15
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.50 47/97 3/18 1/15
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.70 55/97 3/18 4/15
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.59 55/97 6/18 4/15
Factor 5: Open Government 0.41 73/97 8/18 7/15
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.56 33/97 3/18 1/15
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.59 36/97 4/18 3/15
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.45 63/97 9/18 7/15
Sub-Saharan 
Africa
Region
BURKINA FASO
Key Low income Sub-Saharan AfricaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Burkina Faso
Ouagadougou, Bobo-Dioulasso, Dedougou
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
20% Urban 
17% in three 
largest cities
15m (2012)
Population
Low income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.34 90/97 14/14 14/15
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.31 85/97 13/14 11/15
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.70 54/97 12/14 3/15
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.43 88/97 13/14 13/15
Factor 5: Open Government 0.37 83/97 12/14 10/15
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.33 94/97 14/14 14/15
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.37 94/97 14/14 13/15
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.40 77/97 14/14 11/15
East Asia & 
Pacific
Region
CAMBODIA
Key Low income East Asia & PacificTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Cambodia
Phnom Penh, Battambang,  Kampong Cham
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
58% Urban 
20% in three 
largest cities
20m (2012)
Population
Lower middle 
income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.31 94/97 17/18 22/23
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.20 97/97 18/18 23/23
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.62 75/97 10/18 15/23
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.42 90/97 15/18 20/23
Factor 5: Open Government 0.27 95/97 16/18 23/23
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.28 96/97 17/18 23/23
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.35 95/97 17/18 23/23
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.32 93/97 17/18 20/23
Sub-Saharan 
Africa
Region
CAMEROON
Key Lower middle income Sub-Saharan AfricaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Cameroon
Douala, Yaoundé, Bamenda
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
81% Urban 
34% in three 
largest cities
34m (2012)
Population
High income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.78 15/97 10/16 15/29
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.81 12/97 7/16 12/29
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.88 10/97 5/16 9/29
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.78 18/97 12/16 18/29
Factor 5: Open Government 0.84 6/97 4/16 6/29
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.79 12/97 8/16 12/29
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.72 13/97 9/16 13/29
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.75 13/97 8/16 13/29
Western Europe 
& North America
Region
CANADA
Key High income Western Europe & North AmericaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Canada
Toronto, Montreal, Vancouver
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
89% Urban 
40% in three 
largest cities
17m (2012)
Population
Upper middle 
income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.74 19/97 1/16 1/30
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.74 24/97 2/16 3/30
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.70 53/97 1/16 13/30
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.73 24/97 2/16 3/30
Factor 5: Open Government 0.68 18/97 1/16 1/30
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.66 23/97 2/16 3/30
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.66 20/97 2/16 2/30
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.60 32/97 1/16 4/30
Latin America & 
Caribbean
Region
CHILE
Key Upper middle income Latin America & CaribbeanTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Chile
Santiago, Valparaíso, Concepcion
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
49% Urban 
4% in three 
largest cities
1343m (2012)
Population
Upper middle 
income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.36 86/97 13/14 26/30
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.52 40/97 8/14 10/30
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.78 32/97 9/14 4/30
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.35 94/97 14/14 29/30
Factor 5: Open Government 0.42 69/97 11/14 23/30
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.41 80/97 12/14 28/30
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.43 82/97 12/14 27/30
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.54 39/97 11/14 8/30
East Asia & 
Pacific
Region
CHINA
Key Upper middle income East Asia & PacificTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
China
Shanghai, Beijing, Guangzhou
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
20
12
 | 
TH
E 
W
JP
 R
U
LE
 O
F 
LA
W
 IN
D
EX
76
1. WJP Rule of Law Index
75% Urban 
35% in three 
largest cities
45m (2012)
Population
Upper middle 
income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.55 53/97 7/16 14/30
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.44 59/97 8/16 20/30
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.43 95/97 16/16 30/30
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.55 65/97 13/16 21/30
Factor 5: Open Government 0.51 38/97 7/16 11/30
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.52 49/97 5/16 16/30
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.53 51/97 5/16 15/30
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.43 68/97 8/16 23/30
Latin America & 
Caribbean
Region
COLOMBIA
Key Upper middle income Latin America & CaribbeanTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Colombia
Bogota, Medellin, Cali
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
51% Urban 
32% in three 
largest cities
22m (2012)
Population
Lower middle 
income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.43 80/97 15/18 17/23
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.39 70/97 10/18 11/23
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.58 84/97 13/18 19/23
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.50 72/97 11/18 14/23
Factor 5: Open Government 0.37 81/97 12/18 16/23
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.48 58/97 6/18 7/23
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.51 60/97 11/18 8/23
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.37 85/97 13/18 16/23
Sub-Saharan 
Africa
Region
COTE D’IVOIRE
Key Lower middle income Sub-Saharan AfricaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Cote d’Ivoire
Abidjan, Bouake, San Pedro
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
58% Urban 
37% in three 
largest cities
4m (2012)
Population
High income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.61 36/97 6/21 28/29
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.55 37/97 9/21 29/29
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.77 34/97 10/21 26/29
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.67 35/97 8/21 28/29
Factor 5: Open Government 0.53 34/97 6/21 24/29
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.48 57/97 13/21 29/29
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.51 58/97 13/21 29/29
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.53 42/97 11/21 28/29
Eastern Europe & 
Central Asia
Region
CROATIA
Key High income Eastern Europe & Central AsiaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Croatia
Zagreb, Split, Rijeka
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
74% Urban 
34% in three 
largest cities
10m (2012)
Population
High income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.71 25/97 3/21 22/29
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.62 32/97 6/21 27/29
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.81 26/97 5/21 22/29
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.79 15/97 3/21 15/29
Factor 5: Open Government 0.49 46/97 10/21 27/29
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.59 28/97 5/21 24/29
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.65 23/97 2/21 20/29
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.70 20/97 3/21 19/29
Eastern Europe & 
Central Asia
Region
CZECH REPUBLIC
Key High income Eastern Europe & Central AsiaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Czech Republic
Prague, Brno, Ostrava
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
87% Urban 
61% in three 
largest cities
6m (2012)
Population
High income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.93 1/97 1/16 1/29
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.95 2/97 2/16 2/29
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.91 4/97 2/16 4/29
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.91 2/97 2/16 2/29
Factor 5: Open Government 0.82 8/97 6/16 8/29
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.85 3/97 2/16 3/29
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.79 6/97 5/16 6/29
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.87 1/97 1/16 1/29
Western Europe 
& North America
Region
DENMARK
Key High income Western Europe & North AmericaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Denmark
Copenhagen, Aarhus, Odense
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
70% Urban 
47% in three 
largest cities
10m (2012)
Population
Upper middle 
income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.53 57/97 8/16 17/30
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.36 77/97 13/16 29/30
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.60 78/97 8/16 22/30
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.67 37/97 5/16 8/30
Factor 5: Open Government 0.52 36/97 6/16 10/30
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.45 66/97 11/16 23/30
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.51 59/97 6/16 17/30
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.47 53/97 4/16 16/30
Latin America & 
Caribbean
Region
DOMINICAN REPUBLIC
Key Upper middle income Latin America & CaribbeanTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Dominican Republic
Gran Santo Domingo, 
Santiago de los Caballeros, San Cristobal
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
68% Urban 
42% in three 
largest cities
15m (2012)
Population
Upper middle 
income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.41 81/97 13/16 24/30
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.47 52/97 6/16 18/30
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.56 85/97 13/16 25/30
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.56 62/97 12/16 19/30
Factor 5: Open Government 0.38 80/97 14/16 27/30
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.46 62/97 10/16 22/30
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.42 85/97 11/16 28/30
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.44 65/97 6/16 21/30
Latin America & 
Caribbean
Region
ECUADOR
Key Upper middle income Latin America & CaribbeanTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Ecuador
Guayaquil, Quinto, Cuenca
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
44% Urban 
31% in three 
largest cities
84m (2012)
Population
Lower middle 
income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.58 40/97 1/7 3/23
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.51 41/97 4/7 2/23
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.67 65/97 7/7 12/23
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.43 89/97 6/7 19/23
Factor 5: Open Government 0.48 51/97 2/7 5/23
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.42 77/97 6/7 14/23
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.47 73/97 6/7 13/23
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.45 56/97 5/7 6/23
Middle East & 
North Africa
Region
EGYPT
Key Lower middle income Middle East & North AfricaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Egypt
Cairo, Alexandria, Giza
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
65% Urban 
49% in three 
largest cities
6m (2012)
Population
Lower middle 
income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.50 64/97 10/16 11/23
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.45 54/97 7/16 5/23
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.58 83/97 12/16 18/23
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.58 57/97 10/16 8/23
Factor 5: Open Government 0.37 82/97 15/16 17/23
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.52 50/97 6/16 4/23
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.49 67/97 9/16 11/23
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.25 96/97 15/16 23/23
Latin America & 
Caribbean
Region
EL SALVADOR
Key Lower middle income Latin America & CaribbeanTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
El Salvador
San Salvador, Soyapango, Santa Ana
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
70% Urban 
46% in three 
largest cities
1m (2012)
Population
High income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.79 12/97 1/21 12/29
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.77 19/97 1/21 18/29
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.82 23/97 4/21 20/29
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.79 13/97 2/21 13/29
Factor 5: Open Government 0.71 17/97 1/21 17/29
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.73 16/97 1/21 16/29
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.71 16/97 1/21 15/29
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.75 14/97 1/21 14/29
Eastern Europe & 
Central Asia
Region
ESTONIA
Key High income Eastern Europe & Central AsiaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Estonia
Tallinn, Tartu, Narva
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
20
12
 | 
TH
E 
W
JP
 R
U
LE
 O
F 
LA
W
 IN
D
EX
86
1. WJP Rule of Law Index
17% Urban 
7% in three 
largest cities
91m (2012)
Population
Low income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.36 88/97 16/18 13/15
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.44 58/97 8/18 4/15
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.56 86/97 14/18 13/15
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.41 92/97 17/18 14/15
Factor 5: Open Government 0.29 94/97 15/18 13/15
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.36 89/97 14/18 10/15
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.46 76/97 15/18 10/15
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.49 49/97 4/18 3/15
Sub-Saharan 
Africa
Region
ETHIOPIA
Key Low income Sub-Saharan AfricaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Ethiopia
Addis Ababa, Dire Dawa, Mek’ele
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
84% Urban 
38% in three 
largest cities
5m (2012)
Population
High income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.89 4/97 4/16 4/29
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.93 4/97 4/16 4/29
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.92 3/97 1/16 3/29
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.90 4/97 4/16 4/29
Factor 5: Open Government 0.84 7/97 5/16 7/29
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.82 8/97 6/16 8/29
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.79 5/97 4/16 5/29
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.87 2/97 2/16 2/29
Western Europe 
& North America
Region
FINLAND
Key High income Western Europe & North AmericaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Finland
Helsinki, Tempere, Turku
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
86% Urban 
20% in three 
largest cities
65m (2012)
Population
High income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.80 11/97 8/16 11/29
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.80 13/97 8/16 13/29
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.84 18/97 10/16 16/29
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.79 14/97 10/16 14/29
Factor 5: Open Government 0.75 14/97 10/16 14/29
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.76 13/97 9/16 13/29
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.68 18/97 10/16 17/29
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.69 22/97 12/16 21/29
Western Europe 
& North America
Region
FRANCE
Key High income Western Europe & North AmericaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
France
Paris, Marseille, Lyon
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
53% Urban 
41% in three 
largest cities
5m (2012)
Population
Lower middle 
income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.48 66/97 11/21 12/23
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.77 21/97 2/21 1/23
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.84 19/97 2/21 2/23
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.61 49/97 13/21 4/23
Factor 5: Open Government 0.47 54/97 11/21 7/23
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.63 25/97 2/21 1/23
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.61 31/97 5/21 1/23
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.66 25/97 4/21 1/23
Eastern Europe & 
Central Asia
Region
GEORGIA
Key Lower middle income Eastern Europe & Central AsiaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Georgia
Tbilisi, Kutaisi, Batumi
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
74% Urban 
15% in three 
largest cities
81m (2012)
Population
High income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.82 9/97 7/16 9/29
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.82 11/97 6/16 11/29
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.86 13/97 7/16 12/29
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.80 12/97 9/16 12/29
Factor 5: Open Government 0.73 16/97 11/16 16/29
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.73 15/97 10/16 15/29
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.80 3/97 3/16 3/29
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.76 9/97 6/16 9/29
Western Europe 
& North America
Region
GERMANY
Key High income Western Europe & North AmericaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Germany
Berlin, Hamburg, Munich
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
52% Urban 
20% in three 
largest cities
25m (2012)
Population
Low income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.72 23/97 2/18 1/15
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.45 55/97 5/18 2/15
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.68 61/97 5/18 7/15
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.72 29/97 1/18 1/15
Factor 5: Open Government 0.55 30/97 3/18 1/15
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.52 47/97 5/18 2/15
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.61 32/97 2/18 1/15
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.45 61/97 8/18 6/15
Sub-Saharan 
Africa
Region
GHANA
Key Low income Sub-Saharan AfricaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Ghana
Accra, Kumasi, Tamale
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
61% Urban 
46% in three 
largest cities
11m (2012)
Population
High income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.64 31/97 16/16 26/29
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.56 34/97 16/16 28/29
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.73 49/97 16/16 29/29
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.72 28/97 16/16 25/29
Factor 5: Open Government 0.51 41/97 15/16 26/29
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.54 43/97 16/16 28/29
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.61 30/97 15/16 24/29
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.50 46/97 16/16 29/29
Western Europe 
& North America
Region
GREECE
Key High income Western Europe & North AmericaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Greece
Athens, Salonica, Patras
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
50% Urban 
39% in three 
largest cities
14m (2012)
Population
Lower middle 
income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.52 58/97 9/16 8/23
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.29 88/97 15/16 18/23
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.59 82/97 11/16 17/23
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.59 52/97 8/16 6/23
Factor 5: Open Government 0.46 58/97 10/16 8/23
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.43 72/97 13/16 12/23
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.41 88/97 13/16 20/23
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.37 84/97 12/16 15/23
Latin America & 
Caribbean
Region
GUATEMALA
Key Lower middle income Latin America & CaribbeanTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Guatemala
Guatemala City, Villa Nueva, Mixco
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
100% Urban 
99% in three 
largest cities
7m (2012)
Population
High income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.73 22/97 5/14 20/29
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.89 9/97 4/14 9/29
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.93 2/97 2/14 2/29
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.71 31/97 6/14 27/29
Factor 5: Open Government 0.82 10/97 4/14 10/29
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.75 14/97 5/14 14/29
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.71 17/97 6/14 16/29
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.76 8/97 3/14 8/29
East Asia & 
Pacific
Region
HONG KONG SAR, CHINA
Key High income East Asia & PacificTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Hong Kong SAR, China
Hong Kong
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
70% Urban 
37% in three 
largest cities
10m (2012)
Population
High income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.63 33/97 5/21 27/29
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.72 26/97 3/21 22/29
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.83 21/97 3/21 18/29
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.72 30/97 6/21 26/29
Factor 5: Open Government 0.52 37/97 7/21 25/29
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.60 27/97 4/21 23/29
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.55 45/97 10/21 28/29
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.64 27/97 5/21 25/29
Eastern Europe & 
Central Asia
Region
HUNGARY
Key High income Eastern Europe & Central AsiaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Hungary
Budapest, Debrecen, Miskolc
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
31% Urban 
4% in three 
largest cities
1205m (2012)
Population
Lower middle 
income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.61 37/97 1/5 2/23
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.32 83/97 3/5 14/23
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.39 96/97 4/5 22/23
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.56 64/97 3/5 11/23
Factor 5: Open Government 0.48 50/97 2/5 4/23
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.41 79/97 3/5 16/23
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.45 78/97 2/5 15/23
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.44 64/97 3/5 8/23
South Asia
Region
INDIA
Key Lower middle income South AsiaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
India
Mumbai, Delhi, Kolkata
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
49% Urban 
17% in three 
largest cities
249m (2012)
Population
Lower middle 
income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.64 29/97 7/14 1/23
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.30 86/97 14/14 16/23
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.72 52/97 11/14 9/23
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.56 61/97 10/14 10/23
Factor 5: Open Government 0.53 35/97 7/14 1/23
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.50 54/97 10/14 6/23
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.49 66/97 9/14 10/23
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.45 62/97 12/14 7/23
East Asia & 
Pacific
Region
INDONESIA
Key Lower middle income East Asia & PacificTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Indonesia
Jakarta, Bandung, Surabaya
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
71% Urban 
17% in three 
largest cities
78m (2012)
Population
Upper middle 
income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.37 85/97 7/7 25/30
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.49 49/97 5/7 15/30
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.68 62/97 6/7 17/30
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.27 97/97 7/7 30/30
Factor 5: Open Government 0.38 78/97 7/7 26/30
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.54 41/97 4/7 11/30
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.62 28/97 2/7 6/30
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.45 59/97 6/7 19/30
Middle East & 
North Africa
Region
IRAN
Key Upper middle income Middle East & North AfricaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Iran
Teheran, Mashad, Isfahan
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
68% Urban 
8% in three 
largest cities
61m (2012)
Population
High income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.67 27/97 15/16 23/29
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.62 30/97 15/16 25/29
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.76 36/97 14/16 27/29
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.72 27/97 15/16 24/29
Factor 5: Open Government 0.49 47/97 16/16 28/29
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.56 36/97 15/16 27/29
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.56 41/97 16/16 27/29
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.67 24/97 13/16 23/29
Western Europe 
& North America
Region
ITALY
Key High income Western Europe & North AmericaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Italy
Rome, Milan, Naples
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
52% Urban 
44% in three 
largest cities
3m (2012)
Population
Upper middle 
income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.60 38/97 5/16 7/30
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.51 42/97 4/16 11/30
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.60 79/97 9/16 23/30
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.59 54/97 9/16 17/30
Factor 5: Open Government 0.41 70/97 12/16 24/30
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.55 40/97 4/16 10/30
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.51 62/97 7/16 18/30
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.42 73/97 10/16 25/30
Latin America & 
Caribbean
Region
JAMAICA
Key Upper middle income Latin America & CaribbeanTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Jamaica
Kingston, Portmore, Spanish Town
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
67% Urban 
33% in three 
largest cities
127m (2012)
Population
High income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.80 10/97 3/14 10/29
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.84 10/97 5/14 10/29
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.89 7/97 3/14 7/29
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.78 17/97 3/14 17/29
Factor 5: Open Government 0.82 9/97 3/14 9/29
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.87 2/97 1/14 2/29
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.77 8/97 2/14 8/29
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.68 23/97 6/14 22/29
East Asia & 
Pacific
Region
JAPAN
Key High income East Asia & PacificTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Japan
Tokyo, Yokohama, Osaka
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
79% Urban 
49% in three 
largest cities
7m (2012)
Population
Upper middle 
income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.55 51/97 6/7 13/30
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.57 33/97 2/7 5/30
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.75 42/97 3/7 10/30
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.50 75/97 3/7 24/30
Factor 5: Open Government 0.46 56/97 5/7 19/30
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.59 29/97 2/7 4/30
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.65 25/97 1/7 4/30
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.52 44/97 3/7 11/30
Middle East & 
North Africa
Region
JORDAN
Key Upper middle income Middle East & North AfricaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Jordan
Amman, Irbid, Zarqa
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
59% Urban 
16% in three 
largest cities
17m (2012)
Population
Upper middle 
income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.35 89/97 18/21 27/30
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.38 73/97 16/21 26/30
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.74 46/97 16/21 11/30
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.50 74/97 17/21 23/30
Factor 5: Open Government 0.36 85/97 19/21 29/30
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.44 71/97 16/21 25/30
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.49 69/97 18/21 22/30
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.46 55/97 12/21 17/30
Eastern Europe & 
Central Asia
Region
KAZAKHSTAN
Key Upper middle income Eastern Europe & Central AsiaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Kazakhstan
Almaty, Astana, Shymkent
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
24% Urban 
10% in three 
largest cities
43m (2012)
Population
Low income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.45 75/97 12/18 8/15
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.27 91/97 15/18 13/15
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.62 74/97 9/18 10/15
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.54 68/97 8/18 6/15
Factor 5: Open Government 0.44 64/97 5/18 4/15
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.39 82/97 12/18 8/15
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.47 71/97 13/18 8/15
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.40 76/97 12/18 10/15
Sub-Saharan 
Africa
Region
KENYA
Key Low income Sub-Saharan AfricaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Kenya
Nairobi, Mombasa, Nakuru
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
35% Urban 
23% in three 
largest cities
5m (2012)
Population
Low income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.44 76/97 15/21 9/15
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.26 93/97 20/21 15/15
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.74 48/97 18/21 2/15
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.51 71/97 16/21 9/15
Factor 5: Open Government 0.44 61/97 14/21 3/15
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.43 73/97 17/21 7/15
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.46 74/97 20/21 9/15
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.35 90/97 21/21 14/15
Eastern Europe & 
Central Asia
Region
KYRGYZSTAN
Key Low income Eastern Europe & Central AsiaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Kyrgyzstan
Bishkek, Osh, Jalalabad
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
87% Urban 
42% in three 
largest cities
4m (2012)
Population
Upper middle 
income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.57 44/97 4/7 10/30
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.42 62/97 6/7 22/30
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.68 60/97 5/7 16/30
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.65 39/97 1/7 10/30
Factor 5: Open Government 0.47 53/97 3/7 17/30
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.38 85/97 7/7 29/30
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.45 77/97 7/7 24/30
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.49 51/97 4/7 14/30
Middle East & 
North Africa
Region
LEBANON
Key Upper middle income Middle East & North AfricaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Lebanon
Beirut, Tripoli, Sidon
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
48% Urban 
25% in three 
largest cities
4m (2012)
Population
Low income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.53 56/97 7/18 4/15
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.36 78/97 13/18 9/15
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.56 87/97 15/18 14/15
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.52 70/97 10/18 8/15
Factor 5: Open Government 0.39 76/97 10/18 8/15
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.23 97/97 18/18 15/15
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.33 96/97 18/18 14/15
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.35 92/97 16/18 15/15
Sub-Saharan 
Africa
Region
LIBERIA
Key Low income Sub-Saharan AfricaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Liberia
Monrovia
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
59% Urban 
35% in three 
largest cities
2m (2012)
Population
Upper middle 
income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.52 59/97 9/21 18/30
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.55 36/97 8/21 7/30
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.75 41/97 14/21 9/30
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.64 41/97 10/21 12/30
Factor 5: Open Government 0.62 23/97 3/21 3/30
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.56 34/97 7/21 5/30
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.53 52/97 11/21 16/30
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.53 41/97 10/21 9/30
Eastern Europe & 
Central Asia
Region
MACEDONIA
Key Upper middle income Eastern Europe & Central AsiaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Macedonia
Skopje, Bitola, Kumanovo,
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
33% Urban 
8% in three 
largest cities
22m (2012)
Population
Low income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.45 73/97 10/18 7/15
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.39 72/97 11/18 7/15
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.76 39/97 2/18 1/15
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.58 58/97 7/18 5/15
Factor 5: Open Government 0.50 44/97 4/18 2/15
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.46 63/97 7/18 3/15
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.53 50/97 8/18 5/15
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.49 47/97 2/18 2/15
Sub-Saharan 
Africa
Region
MADAGASCAR
Key Low income Sub-Saharan AfricaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Madagascar
Antananarivo, Antsirabe, Toamasina
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
20% Urban 
10% in three 
largest cities
16m (2012)
Population
Low income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.49 65/97 9/18 6/15
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.44 57/97 7/18 3/15
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.69 57/97 4/18 5/15
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.47 81/97 12/18 10/15
Factor 5: Open Government 0.43 68/97 6/18 5/15
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.45 65/97 8/18 4/15
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.59 35/97 3/18 2/15
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.45 58/97 7/18 5/15
Sub-Saharan 
Africa
Region
MALAWI
Key Low income Sub-Saharan AfricaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Malawi
Lilongwe, Blantyre, Mzuzu
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
73% Urban 
35% in three 
largest cities
29m (2012)
Population
Upper middle 
income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.57 45/97 8/14 11/30
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.69 28/97 7/14 4/30
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.86 16/97 6/14 1/30
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.50 73/97 11/14 22/30
Factor 5: Open Government 0.48 48/97 9/14 15/30
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.52 46/97 7/14 15/30
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.57 39/97 7/14 8/30
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.61 31/97 7/14 3/30
East Asia & 
Pacific
Region
MALAYSIA
Key Upper middle income East Asia & PacificTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Malaysia
Kuala Lumpur, Ipoh, Johor Bahru
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
78% Urban 
25% in three 
largest cities
115m (2012)
Population
Upper middle 
income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.55 50/97 6/16 12/30
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.37 74/97 11/16 27/30
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.50 91/97 15/16 28/30
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.56 60/97 11/16 18/30
Factor 5: Open Government 0.53 32/97 5/16 8/30
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.49 56/97 8/16 20/30
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.40 89/97 14/16 29/30
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.35 91/97 13/16 29/30
Latin America & 
Caribbean
Region
MEXICO
Key Upper middle income Latin America & CaribbeanTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Mexico
Mexico City, Guadalajara, Monterrey
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
48% Urban 
27% in three 
largest cities
4m (2012)
Population
Lower middle 
income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.43 77/97 16/21 16/23
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.33 79/97 17/21 12/23
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.77 35/97 11/21 4/23
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.54 66/97 15/21 12/23
Factor 5: Open Government 0.43 66/97 17/21 12/23
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.39 84/97 20/21 19/23
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.42 87/97 21/21 19/23
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.40 75/97 16/21 12/23
Eastern Europe & 
Central Asia
Region
MOLDOVA
Key Lower middle income Eastern Europe & Central AsiaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Moldova
Chisinau, Balti, Cahul
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
62% Urban 
43% in three 
largest cities
3m (2012)
Population
Lower middle 
income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.50 63/97 11/14 10/23
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.40 67/97 12/14 9/23
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.75 43/97 10/14 5/23
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.62 46/97 8/14 2/23
Factor 5: Open Government 0.35 93/97 14/14 22/23
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.48 60/97 11/14 8/23
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.53 54/97 8/14 5/23
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.54 38/97 10/14 4/23
East Asia & 
Pacific
Region
MONGOLIA
Key Lower middle income East Asia & PacificTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Mongolia
Ulaanbaatar, Erdenet, Darkhan
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
57% Urban 
32% in three 
largest cities
32m (2012)
Population
Lower middle 
income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.57 43/97 3/7 5/23
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.33 80/97 7/7 13/23
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.72 51/97 4/7 8/23
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.48 80/97 4/7 17/23
Factor 5: Open Government 0.51 39/97 1/7 2/23
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.47 61/97 5/7 9/23
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.54 48/97 5/7 3/23
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.35 89/97 7/7 19/23
Middle East & 
North Africa
Region
MOROCCO
Key Lower middle income Middle East & North AfricaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Morocco
Casablanca, Rabat, Fes
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
19% Urban 
10% in three 
largest cities
30m (2012)
Population
Low income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.51 62/97 3/5 5/15
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.40 68/97 2/5 6/15
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.69 58/97 1/5 6/15
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.59 53/97 2/5 3/15
Factor 5: Open Government 0.38 79/97 3/5 9/15
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.44 70/97 2/5 6/15
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.43 83/97 3/5 11/15
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.54 40/97 2/5 1/15
South Asia
Region
NEPAL
Key Low income South AsiaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Nepal
Kathmandu, Morang, Rupandehi
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
83% Urban 
29% in three 
largest cities
17m (2012)
Population
High income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.86 7/97 5/16 7/29
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.93 5/97 5/16 5/29
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.86 14/97 8/16 13/29
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.84 9/97 6/16 9/29
Factor 5: Open Government 0.90 2/97 2/16 2/29
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.83 7/97 5/16 7/29
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.80 2/97 2/16 2/29
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.80 6/97 5/16 6/29
Western Europe 
& North America
Region
NETHERLANDS
Key High income Western Europe & North AmericaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Netherlands
Amsterdam, s’Gravenhage, Rotterdam
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
86% Urban 
53% in three 
largest cities
4m (2012)
Population
High income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.87 6/97 2/14 6/29
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.92 6/97 1/14 6/29
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.87 12/97 4/14 11/29
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.86 5/97 1/14 5/29
Factor 5: Open Government 0.84 4/97 1/14 4/29
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.82 9/97 3/14 9/29
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.76 9/97 3/14 9/29
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.79 7/97 2/14 7/29
East Asia & 
Pacific
Region
NEW ZEALAND
Key High income East Asia & PacificTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
New Zealand
Auckland, Wellington, Christchurch
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
58% Urban 
47% in three 
largest cities
6m (2012)
Population
Lower middle 
income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.31 93/97 15/16 21/23
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.40 69/97 10/16 10/23
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.64 68/97 5/16 14/23
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.54 67/97 14/16 13/23
Factor 5: Open Government 0.48 52/97 9/16 6/23
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.45 67/97 12/16 11/23
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.42 86/97 12/16 18/23
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.42 70/97 9/16 9/23
Latin America & 
Caribbean
Region
NICARAGUA
Key Lower middle income Latin America & CaribbeanTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Nicaragua
Managua, León, Esteli
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
50% Urban 
8% in three 
largest cities
170m (2012)
Population
Lower middle 
income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.45 74/97 11/18 15/23
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.25 95/97 17/18 21/23
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.47 94/97 18/18 21/23
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.45 85/97 13/18 18/23
Factor 5: Open Government 0.35 90/97 14/18 19/23
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.42 78/97 10/18 15/23
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.53 53/97 9/18 4/23
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.28 94/97 18/18 21/23
Sub-Saharan 
Africa
Region
NIGERIA
Key Lower middle income Sub-Saharan AfricaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Nigeria
Lagos, Kano, Ibadan
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
79% Urban 
43% in three 
largest cities
5m (2012)
Population
High income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.90 3/97 3/16 3/29
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.94 3/97 3/16 3/29
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.87 11/97 6/16 10/29
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.90 3/97 3/16 3/29
Factor 5: Open Government 0.84 3/97 3/16 3/29
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.83 6/97 4/16 6/29
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.82 1/97 1/16 1/29
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.85 4/97 3/16 4/29
Western Europe 
& North America
Region
NORWAY
Key High income Western Europe & North AmericaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Norway
Oslo, Bergen, Trondheim
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
36% Urban 
15% in three 
largest cities
190m (2012)
Population
Lower middle 
income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.46 69/97 4/5 13/23
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.28 90/97 5/5 19/23
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.29 97/97 5/5 23/23
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.40 93/97 5/5 22/23
Factor 5: Open Government 0.35 92/97 5/5 21/23
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.36 88/97 4/5 21/23
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.39 91/97 4/5 21/23
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.39 80/97 4/5 14/23
South Asia
Region
PAKISTAN
Key Lower middle income South AsiaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Pakistan
Karachi, Lahore, Faisalabad
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
C
O
U
N
TRY PRO
FILES | PA
KISTA
N
123
1. WJP Rule of Law Index
75% Urban 
44% in three 
largest cities
4m (2012)
Population
Upper middle 
income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.45 72/97 12/16 23/30
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.41 64/97 9/16 23/30
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.68 59/97 3/16 15/30
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.63 45/97 7/16 14/30
Factor 5: Open Government 0.60 28/97 3/16 6/30
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.52 51/97 7/16 17/30
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.51 63/97 8/16 19/30
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.38 82/97 11/16 28/30
Latin America & 
Caribbean
Region
PANAMA
Key Upper middle income Latin America & CaribbeanTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Panama
Panama City, Colón, David Chiriquí
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
77% Urban 
34% in three 
largest cities
30m (2012)
Population
Upper middle 
income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.64 32/97 3/16 4/30
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.37 75/97 12/16 28/30
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.62 73/97 7/16 21/30
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.70 32/97 3/16 4/30
Factor 5: Open Government 0.43 67/97 11/16 22/30
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.48 59/97 9/16 21/30
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.43 81/97 10/16 26/30
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.45 57/97 5/16 18/30
Latin America & 
Caribbean
Region
PERU
Key Upper middle income Latin America & CaribbeanTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Peru
Lima, Trujillo, Arequipa
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
49% Urban 
18% in three 
largest cities
104m (2012)
Population
Lower middle 
income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.56 46/97 9/14 6/23
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.41 63/97 10/14 8/23
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.60 77/97 14/14 16/23
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.57 59/97 9/14 9/23
Factor 5: Open Government 0.46 59/97 10/14 9/23
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.51 52/97 8/14 5/23
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.43 84/97 13/14 17/23
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.42 72/97 13/14 10/23
East Asia & 
Pacific
Region
PHILIPPINES
Key Lower middle income East Asia & PacificTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Philippines
Manila, Davao, Cebu
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
61% Urban 
14% in three 
largest cities
38m (2012)
Population
High income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.78 14/97 2/21 14/29
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.72 27/97 4/21 23/29
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.81 27/97 6/21 23/29
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.85 7/97 1/21 7/29
Factor 5: Open Government 0.59 29/97 4/21 23/29
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.61 26/97 3/21 22/29
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.63 27/97 4/21 22/29
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.73 16/97 2/21 16/29
Eastern Europe & 
Central Asia
Region
POLAND
Key High income Eastern Europe & Central AsiaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Poland
Warsaw, Lodz, Cracow
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
61% Urban 
45% in three 
largest cities
11m (2012)
Population
High income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.71 24/97 14/16 21/29
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.68 29/97 14/16 24/29
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.74 45/97 15/16 28/29
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.75 21/97 13/16 21/29
Factor 5: Open Government 0.62 25/97 13/16 21/29
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.57 32/97 14/16 26/29
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.62 29/97 14/16 23/29
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.62 28/97 15/16 26/29
Western Europe 
& North America
Region
PORTUGAL
Key High income Western Europe & North AmericaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Portugal
Lisbon, Porto, Braga
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
83% Urban 
61% in three 
largest cities
49m (2012)
Population
High income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.66 28/97 6/14 24/29
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.74 25/97 6/14 21/29
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.82 25/97 8/14 21/29
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.76 20/97 4/14 20/29
Factor 5: Open Government 0.74 15/97 5/14 15/29
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.67 21/97 6/14 19/29
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.72 14/97 5/14 14/29
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.76 10/97 4/14 10/29
East Asia & 
Pacific
Region
REPUBLIC OF KOREA
Key High income East Asia & PacificTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Republic of Korea
Seoul, Busan, Incheon
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
57% Urban 
15% in three 
largest cities
22m (2012)
Population
Upper middle 
income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.58 39/97 7/21 8/30
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.50 45/97 11/21 13/30
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.80 28/97 7/21 2/30
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.73 23/97 5/21 2/30
Factor 5: Open Government 0.51 40/97 8/21 12/30
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.54 44/97 10/21 13/30
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.59 37/97 7/21 7/30
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.60 33/97 7/21 5/30
Eastern Europe & 
Central Asia
Region
ROMANIA
Key Upper middle income Eastern Europe & Central AsiaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Romania
Bucharest, Cluj-Napoca, Iasi
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
74% Urban 
13% in three 
largest cities
142m (2012)
Population
Upper middle 
income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.31 92/97 20/21 29/30
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.39 71/97 15/21 25/30
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.49 92/97 21/21 29/30
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.47 83/97 19/21 27/30
Factor 5: Open Government 0.41 74/97 18/21 25/30
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.45 68/97 15/21 24/30
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.50 65/97 16/21 21/30
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.40 78/97 17/21 26/30
Eastern Europe & 
Central Asia
Region
RUSSIA
Key Upper middle income Eastern Europe & Central AsiaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Russia
Moscow, Saint Petersburg, Novosibirsk
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
43% Urban 
22% in three 
largest cities
13m (2012)
Population
Lower middle 
income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.57 42/97 4/18 4/23
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.49 48/97 4/18 4/23
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.65 66/97 7/18 13/23
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.62 47/97 4/18 3/23
Factor 5: Open Government 0.41 75/97 9/18 14/23
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.58 31/97 2/18 2/23
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.58 38/97 5/18 2/23
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.46 54/97 6/18 5/23
Sub-Saharan 
Africa
Region
SENEGAL
Key Lower middle income Sub-Saharan AfricaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Senegal
Dakar, Thies, Diourbel
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
56% Urban 
31% in three 
largest cities
7m (2012)
Population
Upper middle 
income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.48 67/97 12/21 20/30
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.42 61/97 14/21 21/30
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.75 40/97 13/21 8/30
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.61 48/97 12/21 15/30
Factor 5: Open Government 0.44 65/97 16/21 21/30
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.43 74/97 18/21 26/30
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.47 72/97 19/21 23/30
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.45 60/97 13/21 20/30
Eastern Europe & 
Central Asia
Region
SERBIA
Key Upper middle income Eastern Europe & Central AsiaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Serbia
Belgrade, Novi Sad,Nis
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
39% Urban 
27% in three 
largest cities
5m (2012)
Population
Low income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.55 49/97 5/18 2/15
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.36 76/97 12/18 8/15
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.64 67/97 8/18 8/15
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.63 44/97 3/18 2/15
Factor 5: Open Government 0.26 96/97 17/18 14/15
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.33 93/97 16/18 13/15
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.54 47/97 7/18 4/15
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.36 87/97 15/18 13/15
Sub-Saharan 
Africa
Region
SIERRA LEONE
Key Low income Sub-Saharan AfricaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Sierra Leone
Freetown, Kenema, Makeni
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
100% Urban 
100% in three 
largest cities
5m (2012)
Population
High income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.73 21/97 4/14 19/29
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.91 7/97 2/14 7/29
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.93 1/97 1/14 1/29
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.73 26/97 5/14 23/29
Factor 5: Open Government 0.67 19/97 6/14 18/29
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.80 10/97 4/14 10/29
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.79 4/97 1/14 4/29
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.87 3/97 1/14 3/29
East Asia & 
Pacific
Region
SINGAPORE
Key High income East Asia & PacificTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Singapore
Singapore
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
50% Urban 
21% in three 
largest cities
2m (2012)
Population
High income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.64 30/97 4/21 25/29
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.62 31/97 5/21 26/29
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.80 29/97 8/21 24/29
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.78 19/97 4/21 19/29
Factor 5: Open Government 0.63 22/97 2/21 20/29
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.59 30/97 6/21 25/29
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.60 34/97 6/21 26/29
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.59 36/97 9/21 27/29
Eastern Europe & 
Central Asia
Region
SLOVENIA
Key High income Eastern Europe & Central AsiaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Slovenia
Ljubljana, Maribor, Celje
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
62% Urban 
16% in three 
largest cities
49m (2012)
Population
Upper middle 
income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.62 34/97 3/18 5/30
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.50 46/97 2/18 14/30
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.56 88/97 16/18 26/30
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.64 40/97 2/18 11/30
Factor 5: Open Government 0.61 27/97 2/18 5/30
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.54 42/97 4/18 12/30
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.55 46/97 6/18 13/30
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.49 48/97 3/18 13/30
Sub-Saharan 
Africa
Region
SOUTH AFRICA
Key Upper middle income Sub-Saharan AfricaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
South Africa
Johannesburg, Cape Town, Durban
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
77% Urban 
29% in three 
largest cities
47m (2012)
Population
High income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.75 18/97 13/16 18/29
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.80 14/97 9/16 14/29
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.79 30/97 13/16 25/29
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.86 6/97 5/16 6/29
Factor 5: Open Government 0.61 26/97 14/16 22/29
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.67 22/97 13/16 20/29
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.65 24/97 13/16 21/29
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.69 21/97 11/16 20/29
Western Europe 
& North America
Region
SPAIN
Key High income Western Europe & North AmericaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Spain
Madrid, Barcelona, Valencia
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0 1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
15% Urban 
8% in three 
largest cities
21m (2012)
Population
Lower middle 
income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.56 47/97 2/5 7/23
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.51 43/97 1/5 3/23
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.54 89/97 3/5 20/23
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.60 50/97 1/5 5/23
Factor 5: Open Government 0.50 43/97 1/5 3/23
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.52 48/97 1/5 3/23
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.52 55/97 1/5 6/23
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.62 30/97 1/5 2/23
South Asia
Region
SRI LANKA
Key Lower middle income South AsiaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Sri Lanka
Colombo, Negombo, Kandy
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
85% Urban 
41% in three 
largest cities
9m (2012)
Population
High income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.92 2/97 2/16 2/29
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.96 1/97 1/16 1/29
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.89 6/97 3/16 6/29
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.93 1/97 1/16 1/29
Factor 5: Open Government 0.93 1/97 1/16 1/29
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.89 1/97 1/16 1/29
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.78 7/97 6/16 7/29
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.82 5/97 4/16 5/29
Western Europe 
& North America
Region
SWEDEN
Key High income Western Europe & North AmericaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Sweden
Stockholm, Goteborg, Malmo
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
27% Urban 
10% in three 
largest cities
43m (2012)
Population
Low income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.55 52/97 6/18 3/15
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.41 66/97 9/18 5/15
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.61 76/97 11/18 11/15
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.53 69/97 9/18 7/15
Factor 5: Open Government 0.41 71/97 7/18 6/15
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.44 69/97 9/18 5/15
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.48 70/97 12/18 7/15
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.49 50/97 5/18 4/15
Sub-Saharan 
Africa
Region
TANZANIA
Key Low income Sub-Saharan AfricaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Tanzania
Dar es Salaam, Mwanza, Shinyanga
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
34% Urban 
22% in three 
largest cities
67m (2012)
Population
Upper middle 
income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.53 55/97 10/14 16/30
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.41 65/97 11/14 24/30
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.63 71/97 13/14 20/30
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.66 38/97 7/14 9/30
Factor 5: Open Government 0.50 42/97 8/14 13/30
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.51 53/97 9/14 18/30
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.43 80/97 11/14 25/30
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.59 35/97 8/14 7/30
East Asia & 
Pacific
Region
THAILAND
Key Upper middle income East Asia & PacificTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Thailand
Bangkok, Nonthaburi, Pak Kret
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
66% Urban 
27% in three 
largest cities
11m (2012)
Population
Upper middle 
income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.58 41/97 2/7 9/30
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.52 39/97 3/7 9/30
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.79 31/97 2/7 3/30
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.56 63/97 2/7 20/30
Factor 5: Open Government 0.46 55/97 4/7 18/30
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.55 38/97 3/7 8/30
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.56 42/97 4/7 10/30
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.52 43/97 2/7 10/30
Middle East & 
North Africa
Region
TUNISIA
Key Upper middle income Middle East & North AfricaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Tunisia
Tunis, Sfax, Sousse
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
70% Urban 
27% in three 
largest cities
80m (2012)
Population
Upper middle 
income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.47 68/97 13/21 21/30
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.55 35/97 7/21 6/30
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.63 70/97 20/21 19/30
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.49 76/97 18/21 25/30
Factor 5: Open Government 0.46 57/97 12/21 20/30
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.55 39/97 9/21 9/30
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.55 44/97 9/21 12/30
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.42 71/97 14/21 24/30
Eastern Europe & 
Central Asia
Region
TURKEY
Key Upper middle income Eastern Europe & Central AsiaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Turkey
Istanbul, Ankara, Izmir
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
84% Urban 
99% in three 
largest cities
5m (2012)
Population
High income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.55 48/97 5/7 29/29
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.74 23/97 1/7 20/29
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.91 5/97 1/7 5/29
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.47 82/97 5/7 29/29
Factor 5: Open Government 0.44 63/97 6/7 29/29
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.65 24/97 1/7 21/29
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.60 33/97 3/7 25/29
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.75 12/97 1/7 12/29
Middle East & 
North Africa
Region
UNITED ARAB EMIRATES
Key High income Middle East & North AfricaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
United Arab Emirates
Dubai, Sharjah, Abu-Dhabi
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
13% Urban 
5% in three 
largest cities
34m (2012)
Population
Low income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.43 78/97 13/18 10/15
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.32 82/97 14/18 10/15
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.48 93/97 17/18 15/15
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.43 86/97 14/18 11/15
Factor 5: Open Government 0.36 86/97 13/18 11/15
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.38 86/97 13/18 9/15
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.51 57/97 10/18 6/15
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.43 69/97 11/18 9/15
Sub-Saharan 
Africa
Region
UGANDA
Key Low income Sub-Saharan AfricaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Uganda
Kampala, Mukono, Wakiso
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
69% Urban 
14% in three 
largest cities
45m (2012)
Population
Lower middle 
income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.36 87/97 17/21 20/23
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.25 94/97 21/21 20/23
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.74 44/97 15/21 6/23
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.58 56/97 14/21 7/23
Factor 5: Open Government 0.44 62/97 15/21 11/23
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.35 91/97 21/21 22/23
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.52 56/97 12/21 7/23
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.39 79/97 18/21 13/23
Eastern Europe & 
Central Asia
Region
UKRAINE
Key Lower middle income Eastern Europe & Central AsiaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Ukraine
Kiev, Kharkiv, Dnipropetrovsk
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
80% Urban 
32% in three 
largest cities
63m (2012)
Population
High income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.79 13/97 9/16 13/29
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.80 15/97 10/16 15/29
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.84 17/97 9/16 15/29
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.78 16/97 11/16 16/29
Factor 5: Open Government 0.78 12/97 8/16 12/29
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.79 11/97 7/16 11/29
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.72 11/97 8/16 11/29
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.75 11/97 7/16 11/29
Western Europe 
& North America
Region
UNITED KINGDOM
Key High income Western Europe & North AmericaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
United Kingdom
London, Birmingham, Glasgow
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
82% Urban 
13% in three 
largest cities
314m (2012)
Population
High income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.77 17/97 12/16 17/29
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.78 18/97 12/16 17/29
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.83 22/97 12/16 19/29
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.73 25/97 14/16 22/29
Factor 5: Open Government 0.77 13/97 9/16 13/29
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.70 19/97 11/16 17/29
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.65 22/97 12/16 19/29
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.65 26/97 14/16 24/29
Western Europe 
& North America
Region
UNITED STATES
Key High income Western Europe & North AmericaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
United States
New York, Los Angeles, Chicago
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
93% Urban 
45% in three 
largest cities
3m (2012)
Population
Upper middle 
income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.70 26/97 2/16 3/30
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.78 17/97 1/16 1/30
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.70 56/97 2/16 14/30
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.75 22/97 1/16 1/30
Factor 5: Open Government 0.62 24/97 2/16 4/30
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.71 18/97 1/16 2/30
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.71 15/97 1/16 1/30
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.50 45/97 2/16 12/30
Latin America & 
Caribbean
Region
URUGUAY
Key Upper middle income Latin America & CaribbeanTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Uruguay
Montevideo, Salto, Paysandu
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
36% Urban 
11% in three 
largest cities
28m (2012)
Population
Lower middle 
income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.24 97/97 21/21 23/23
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.30 87/97 19/21 17/23
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.89 8/97 1/21 1/23
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.34 95/97 21/21 23/23
Factor 5: Open Government 0.36 88/97 21/21 18/23
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.46 64/97 14/21 10/23
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.49 68/97 17/21 12/23
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.36 88/97 20/21 18/23
Eastern Europe & 
Central Asia
Region
UZBEKISTAN
Key Lower middle income Eastern Europe & Central AsiaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Uzbekistan
Fergana, Samarkand, Tashkent
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
94% Urban 
38% in three 
largest cities
28m (2012)
Population
Upper middle 
income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.25 95/97 16/16 30/30
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.32 81/97 14/16 30/30
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.51 90/97 14/16 27/30
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.48 78/97 16/16 26/30
Factor 5: Open Government 0.36 84/97 16/16 28/30
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.33 95/97 16/16 30/30
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.38 93/97 16/16 30/30
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.24 97/97 16/16 30/30
Latin America & 
Caribbean
Region
VENEZUELA
Key Upper middle income Latin America & CaribbeanTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Venezuela
Caracas, Maracaibo, Barquisimeto
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
31% Urban 
17% in three 
largest cities
92m (2012)
Population
Lower middle 
income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.40 82/97 12/14 18/23
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.43 60/97 9/14 7/23
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.82 24/97 7/14 3/23
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.48 79/97 12/14 16/23
Factor 5: Open Government 0.35 91/97 13/14 20/23
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.39 83/97 13/14 18/23
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.43 79/97 10/14 16/23
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.57 37/97 9/14 3/23
East Asia & 
Pacific
Region
VIETNAM
Key Lower middle income East Asia & PacificTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Vietnam
Ho Chi Minh City, Ha Noi, Hai Phong
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
36% Urban 
20% in three 
largest cities
14m (2012)
Population
Lower middle 
income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.51 61/97 8/18 9/23
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.44 56/97 6/18 6/23
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.67 64/97 6/18 11/23
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.41 91/97 16/18 21/23
Factor 5: Open Government 0.39 77/97 11/18 15/23
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.41 81/97 11/18 17/23
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.46 75/97 14/18 14/23
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.37 86/97 14/18 17/23
Sub-Saharan 
Africa
Region
ZAMBIA
Key Lower middle income Sub-Saharan AfricaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Zambia
Lusaka, Kitwe, Ndola
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
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discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
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1. WJP Rule of Law Index
39% Urban 
41% in three 
largest cities
13m (2012)
Population
Low income
Income
2. Scores for all WJP Rule of Law Index sub-factors   
In each graph, a sub-factor is represented by a radius from the center of the circle to the periphery. The center of each circle corresponds to the lowest possible 
score for each sub-factor (0.00); the outer edge of the circle marks the highest possible score (1.00).
WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX FACTORS SCORE
GLOBAL  
RANKING
REGIONAL 
RANKING
INCOME GROUP 
RANKING
Factor 1: Limited Government Powers 0.25 96/97 18/18 15/15
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption 0.26 92/97 16/18 14/15
Factor 3: Order and Security 0.59 81/97 12/18 12/15
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights 0.31 96/97 18/18 15/15
Factor 5: Open Government 0.24 97/97 18/18 15/15
Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement 0.35 92/97 15/18 12/15
Factor 7: Civil Justice 0.40 90/97 16/18 12/15
Factor 8: Criminal Justice 0.43 67/97 10/18 8/15
Sub-Saharan 
Africa
Region
ZIMBABWE
Key Low income Sub-Saharan AfricaTop Score
Accountable Government
Open Government and Regulatory  
Enforcement
Delivery of Justice
Zimbabwe
Harare, Bulawayo, Chitungwiza
5.1 Laws are publicized
5.2 The laws are stable
5.3 Right 
to petition 
and public 
participation
5.4 Oﬃcial 
information is 
available
6.1 Government 
regulations eﬀectively 
enforced
6.2 Government regulations 
applied without improper 
influence
6.3 
Administrative 
proceedings 
conducted 
without 
unreasonable 
delay
6.4 Due 
process in 
administrative 
proceedings
6.5 The government 
does not expropriate 
without adequate 
compensation
0.0
1.0
0.5
8.4 Criminal 
system 
is free of 
discrimination
7.2 Civil justice is free of 
discrimination
7.3 Civil justice is free of 
corruption
7.4 Civil justice is 
free of improper 
government 
influence
7.5 Civil justice 
is not subject to 
unreasonable delays
7.6 Civil justice is 
eﬀectively enforced
7.7 ADRs are accessible, 
impartial, and eﬀective
8.1 Criminal investigation system is eﬀective
8.2 Criminal adjudication 
system is timely and 
eﬀective
8.3 Correctional 
system is eﬀective
8.6 Criminal system 
is free of improper 
government 
influence
8.5 Criminal 
system is free 
of corruption
8.7 Due process of law
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression
4.6 Arbitrary 
interference of 
privacy
4.5 Freedom of belief and 
religion
4.3 Due process of law
4.2 Right to life 
and security of 
the person
4.1 Equal 
treatment and 
absence of 
discrimination
3.3 People 
do not resort 
to violence 
to redress 
personal 
grievances
3.2 Civil conflict is 
eﬀectively limited
3.1 Absence of crime
4.7 Freedom of assembly 
and association
4.8 Fundamental labor rights
Security and Fundamental Rights
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.1 Absence of 
corruption in the 
executive branch
2.3 Absence of 
corruption by 
the police and 
the military
2.2 Absence 
of corruption 
in the judicial 
branch
1.7 Transition of power subject to the law
1.6 Government powers 
are subject to non-
governmental checks
1.5 Government 
oﬃcials 
sanctioned for 
misconduct
1.4 
Independent 
auditing and 
review
1.3 Government powers 
limited by the judiciary
1.2 Government powers limited by legislature
0.0
1.0
0.5
2.4 Absence of 
corruption in the 
legislative branch
7.1 People have access to aﬀordable civil justice
0.5
1.0
0.0
0.5
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Data Tables | 
Countries Ranked by Factor
Country Score Global Ranking
Regional 
Ranking
Income Group 
Ranking
Denmark 0.93 1/97 1/16 1/29
Sweden 0.92 2/97 2/16 2/29
Norway 0.90 3/97 3/16 3/29
Finland 0.89 4/97 4/16 4/29
Australia 0.88 5/97 1/14 5/29
New Zealand 0.87 6/97 2/14 6/29
Netherlands 0.86 7/97 5/16 7/29
Austria 0.82 8/97 6/16 8/29
Germany 0.82 9/97 7/16 9/29
Japan 0.80 10/97 3/14 10/29
France 0.80 11/97 8/16 11/29
Estonia 0.79 12/97 1/21 12/29
United Kingdom 0.79 13/97 9/16 13/29
Poland 0.78 14/97 2/21 14/29
Canada 0.78 15/97 10/16 15/29
Belgium 0.78 16/97 11/16 16/29
United States 0.77 17/97 12/16 17/29
Spain 0.75 18/97 13/16 18/29
Chile 0.74 19/97 1/16 1/30
Botswana 0.73 20/97 1/18 2/30
Singapore 0.73 21/97 4/14 19/29
Hong Kong SAR, China 0.73 22/97 5/14 20/29
Ghana 0.72 23/97 2/18 1/15
Portugal 0.71 24/97 14/16 21/29
Czech Republic 0.71 25/97 3/21 22/29
Uruguay 0.70 26/97 2/16 3/30
Italy 0.67 27/97 15/16 23/29
Republic of Korea 0.66 28/97 6/14 24/29
Indonesia 0.64 29/97 7/14 1/23
Slovenia 0.64 30/97 4/21 25/29
Greece 0.64 31/97 16/16 26/29
Peru 0.64 32/97 3/16 4/30
Hungary 0.63 33/97 5/21 27/29
South Africa 0.62 34/97 3/18 5/30
Brazil 0.62 35/97 4/16 6/30
Croatia 0.61 36/97 6/21 28/29
India 0.61 37/97 1/5 2/23
Jamaica 0.60 38/97 5/16 7/30
Romania 0.58 39/97 7/21 8/30
Egypt 0.58 40/97 1/7 3/23
Tunisia 0.58 41/97 2/7 9/30
Senegal 0.57 42/97 4/18 4/23
Morocco 0.57 43/97 3/7 5/23
Lebanon 0.57 44/97 4/7 10/30
Malaysia 0.57 45/97 8/14 11/30
Philippines 0.56 46/97 9/14 6/23
Sri Lanka 0.56 47/97 2/5 7/23
UAE 0.55 48/97 5/7 29/29
Sierra Leone 0.55 49/97 5/18 2/15
Mexico 0.55 50/97 6/16 12/30
Jordan 0.55 51/97 6/7 13/30
Tanzania 0.55 52/97 6/18 3/15
Colombia 0.55 53/97 7/16 14/30
Bosnia and Herzegovina 0.55 54/97 8/21 15/30
Thailand 0.53 55/97 10/14 16/30
Liberia 0.53 56/97 7/18 4/15
Dominican Republic 0.53 57/97 8/16 17/30
Guatemala 0.52 58/97 9/16 8/23
Macedonia 0.52 59/97 9/21 18/30
Bulgaria 0.51 60/97 10/21 19/30
Zambia 0.51 61/97 8/18 9/23
Nepal 0.51 62/97 3/5 5/15
Mongolia 0.50 63/97 11/14 10/23
El Salvador 0.50 64/97 10/16 11/23
Malawi 0.49 65/97 9/18 6/15
Georgia 0.48 66/97 11/21 12/23
Serbia 0.48 67/97 12/21 20/30
Turkey 0.47 68/97 13/21 21/30
Pakistan 0.46 69/97 4/5 13/23
Argentina 0.46 70/97 11/16 22/30
Albania 0.46 71/97 14/21 14/23
Panama 0.45 72/97 12/16 23/30
Madagascar 0.45 73/97 10/18 7/15
Nigeria 0.45 74/97 11/18 15/23
Kenya 0.45 75/97 12/18 8/15
Kyrgyzstan 0.44 76/97 15/21 9/15
Moldova 0.43 77/97 16/21 16/23
Uganda 0.43 78/97 13/18 10/15
Burkina Faso 0.43 79/97 14/18 11/15
Cote d'Ivoire 0.43 80/97 15/18 17/23
Ecuador 0.41 81/97 13/16 24/30
Vietnam 0.40 82/97 12/14 18/23
Bangladesh 0.40 83/97 5/5 12/15
Bolivia 0.38 84/97 14/16 19/23
Iran 0.37 85/97 7/7 25/30
China 0.36 86/97 13/14 26/30
Ukraine 0.36 87/97 17/21 20/23
Ethiopia 0.36 88/97 16/18 13/15
Kazakhstan 0.35 89/97 18/21 27/30
Cambodia 0.34 90/97 14/14 14/15
Belarus 0.34 91/97 19/21 28/30
Russia 0.31 92/97 20/21 29/30
Nicaragua 0.31 93/97 15/16 21/23
Cameroon 0.31 94/97 17/18 22/23
Venezuela 0.25 95/97 16/16 30/30
Zimbabwe 0.25 96/97 18/18 15/15
Uzbekistan 0.24 97/97 21/21 23/23
FACTOR 1: LIMITED GOVERNMENT POWERS FACTOR 2: ABSENCE OF CORRUPTION
Country Score Global Ranking
Regional 
Ranking
Income Group 
Ranking
Sweden 0.96 1/97 1/16 1/29
Denmark 0.95 2/97 2/16 2/29
Norway 0.94 3/97 3/16 3/29
Finland 0.93 4/97 4/16 4/29
Netherlands 0.93 5/97 5/16 5/29
New Zealand 0.92 6/97 1/14 6/29
Singapore 0.91 7/97 2/14 7/29
Australia 0.90 8/97 3/14 8/29
Hong Kong SAR, China 0.89 9/97 4/14 9/29
Japan 0.84 10/97 5/14 10/29
Germany 0.82 11/97 6/16 11/29
Canada 0.81 12/97 7/16 12/29
France 0.80 13/97 8/16 13/29
Spain 0.80 14/97 9/16 14/29
United Kingdom 0.80 15/97 10/16 15/29
Belgium 0.78 16/97 11/16 16/29
Uruguay 0.78 17/97 1/16 1/30
United States 0.78 18/97 12/16 17/29
Estonia 0.77 19/97 1/21 18/29
Austria 0.77 20/97 13/16 19/29
Georgia 0.77 21/97 2/21 1/23
Botswana 0.75 22/97 1/18 2/30
UAE 0.74 23/97 1/7 20/29
Chile 0.74 24/97 2/16 3/30
Republic of Korea 0.74 25/97 6/14 21/29
Hungary 0.72 26/97 3/21 22/29
Poland 0.72 27/97 4/21 23/29
Malaysia 0.69 28/97 7/14 4/30
Portugal 0.68 29/97 14/16 24/29
Italy 0.62 30/97 15/16 25/29
Slovenia 0.62 31/97 5/21 26/29
Czech Republic 0.62 32/97 6/21 27/29
Jordan 0.57 33/97 2/7 5/30
Greece 0.56 34/97 16/16 28/29
Turkey 0.55 35/97 7/21 6/30
Macedonia 0.55 36/97 8/21 7/30
Croatia 0.55 37/97 9/21 29/29
Brazil 0.52 38/97 3/16 8/30
Tunisia 0.52 39/97 3/7 9/30
China 0.52 40/97 8/14 10/30
Egypt 0.51 41/97 4/7 2/23
Jamaica 0.51 42/97 4/16 11/30
Sri Lanka 0.51 43/97 1/5 3/23
Belarus 0.50 44/97 10/21 12/30
Romania 0.50 45/97 11/21 13/30
South Africa 0.50 46/97 2/18 14/30
Burkina Faso 0.50 47/97 3/18 1/15
Senegal 0.49 48/97 4/18 4/23
Iran 0.49 49/97 5/7 15/30
Argentina 0.47 50/97 5/16 16/30
Bosnia and Herzegovina 0.47 51/97 12/21 17/30
Ecuador 0.47 52/97 6/16 18/30
Bulgaria 0.46 53/97 13/21 19/30
El Salvador 0.45 54/97 7/16 5/23
Ghana 0.45 55/97 5/18 2/15
Zambia 0.44 56/97 6/18 6/23
Malawi 0.44 57/97 7/18 3/15
Ethiopia 0.44 58/97 8/18 4/15
Colombia 0.44 59/97 8/16 20/30
Vietnam 0.43 60/97 9/14 7/23
Serbia 0.42 61/97 14/21 21/30
Lebanon 0.42 62/97 6/7 22/30
Philippines 0.41 63/97 10/14 8/23
Panama 0.41 64/97 9/16 23/30
Thailand 0.41 65/97 11/14 24/30
Tanzania 0.41 66/97 9/18 5/15
Mongolia 0.40 67/97 12/14 9/23
Nepal 0.40 68/97 2/5 6/15
Nicaragua 0.40 69/97 10/16 10/23
Cote d'Ivoire 0.39 70/97 10/18 11/23
Russia 0.39 71/97 15/21 25/30
Madagascar 0.39 72/97 11/18 7/15
Kazakhstan 0.38 73/97 16/21 26/30
Mexico 0.37 74/97 11/16 27/30
Peru 0.37 75/97 12/16 28/30
Sierra Leone 0.36 76/97 12/18 8/15
Dominican Republic 0.36 77/97 13/16 29/30
Liberia 0.36 78/97 13/18 9/15
Moldova 0.33 79/97 17/21 12/23
Morocco 0.33 80/97 7/7 13/23
Venezuela 0.32 81/97 14/16 30/30
Uganda 0.32 82/97 14/18 10/15
India 0.32 83/97 3/5 14/23
Albania 0.31 84/97 18/21 15/23
Cambodia 0.31 85/97 13/14 11/15
Indonesia 0.30 86/97 14/14 16/23
Uzbekistan 0.30 87/97 19/21 17/23
Guatemala 0.29 88/97 15/16 18/23
Bangladesh 0.29 89/97 4/5 12/15
Pakistan 0.28 90/97 5/5 19/23
Kenya 0.27 91/97 15/18 13/15
Zimbabwe 0.26 92/97 16/18 14/15
Kyrgyzstan 0.26 93/97 20/21 15/15
Ukraine 0.25 94/97 21/21 20/23
Nigeria 0.25 95/97 17/18 21/23
Bolivia 0.24 96/97 16/16 22/23
Cameroon 0.20 97/97 18/18 23/23
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Country Score Global Ranking
Regional 
Ranking
Income Group 
Ranking
Singapore 0.93 1/97 1/14 1/29
Hong Kong SAR, China 0.93 2/97 2/14 2/29
Finland 0.92 3/97 1/16 3/29
Denmark 0.91 4/97 2/16 4/29
UAE 0.91 5/97 1/7 5/29
Sweden 0.89 6/97 3/16 6/29
Japan 0.89 7/97 3/14 7/29
Uzbekistan 0.89 8/97 1/21 1/23
Austria 0.89 9/97 4/16 8/29
Canada 0.88 10/97 5/16 9/29
Norway 0.87 11/97 6/16 10/29
New Zealand 0.87 12/97 4/14 11/29
Germany 0.86 13/97 7/16 12/29
Netherlands 0.86 14/97 8/16 13/29
Australia 0.86 15/97 5/14 14/29
Malaysia 0.86 16/97 6/14 1/30
United Kingdom 0.84 17/97 9/16 15/29
France 0.84 18/97 10/16 16/29
Georgia 0.84 19/97 2/21 2/23
Belgium 0.84 20/97 11/16 17/29
Hungary 0.83 21/97 3/21 18/29
United States 0.83 22/97 12/16 19/29
Estonia 0.82 23/97 4/21 20/29
Vietnam 0.82 24/97 7/14 3/23
Republic of Korea 0.82 25/97 8/14 21/29
Czech Republic 0.81 26/97 5/21 22/29
Poland 0.81 27/97 6/21 23/29
Romania 0.80 28/97 7/21 2/30
Slovenia 0.80 29/97 8/21 24/29
Spain 0.79 30/97 13/16 25/29
Tunisia 0.79 31/97 2/7 3/30
China 0.78 32/97 9/14 4/30
Belarus 0.78 33/97 9/21 5/30
Croatia 0.77 34/97 10/21 26/29
Moldova 0.77 35/97 11/21 4/23
Italy 0.76 36/97 14/16 27/29
Botswana 0.76 37/97 1/18 6/30
Bosnia and Herzegovina 0.76 38/97 12/21 7/30
Madagascar 0.76 39/97 2/18 1/15
Serbia 0.75 40/97 13/21 8/30
Macedonia 0.75 41/97 14/21 9/30
Jordan 0.75 42/97 3/7 10/30
Mongolia 0.75 43/97 10/14 5/23
Ukraine 0.74 44/97 15/21 6/23
Portugal 0.74 45/97 15/16 28/29
Kazakhstan 0.74 46/97 16/21 11/30
Bulgaria 0.74 47/97 17/21 12/30
Kyrgyzstan 0.74 48/97 18/21 2/15
Greece 0.73 49/97 16/16 29/29
Albania 0.73 50/97 19/21 7/23
Morocco 0.72 51/97 4/7 8/23
Indonesia 0.72 52/97 11/14 9/23
Chile 0.70 53/97 1/16 13/30
Cambodia 0.70 54/97 12/14 3/15
Burkina Faso 0.70 55/97 3/18 4/15
Uruguay 0.70 56/97 2/16 14/30
Malawi 0.69 57/97 4/18 5/15
Nepal 0.69 58/97 1/5 6/15
Panama 0.68 59/97 3/16 15/30
Lebanon 0.68 60/97 5/7 16/30
Ghana 0.68 61/97 5/18 7/15
Iran 0.68 62/97 6/7 17/30
Bolivia 0.67 63/97 4/16 10/23
Zambia 0.67 64/97 6/18 11/23
Egypt 0.67 65/97 7/7 12/23
Senegal 0.65 66/97 7/18 13/23
Sierra Leone 0.64 67/97 8/18 8/15
Nicaragua 0.64 68/97 5/16 14/23
Brazil 0.64 69/97 6/16 18/30
Turkey 0.63 70/97 20/21 19/30
Thailand 0.63 71/97 13/14 20/30
Bangladesh 0.62 72/97 2/5 9/15
Peru 0.62 73/97 7/16 21/30
Kenya 0.62 74/97 9/18 10/15
Cameroon 0.62 75/97 10/18 15/23
Tanzania 0.61 76/97 11/18 11/15
Philippines 0.60 77/97 14/14 16/23
Dominican Republic 0.60 78/97 8/16 22/30
Jamaica 0.60 79/97 9/16 23/30
Argentina 0.60 80/97 10/16 24/30
Zimbabwe 0.59 81/97 12/18 12/15
Guatemala 0.59 82/97 11/16 17/23
El Salvador 0.58 83/97 12/16 18/23
Cote d'Ivoire 0.58 84/97 13/18 19/23
Ecuador 0.56 85/97 13/16 25/30
Ethiopia 0.56 86/97 14/18 13/15
Liberia 0.56 87/97 15/18 14/15
South Africa 0.56 88/97 16/18 26/30
Sri Lanka 0.54 89/97 3/5 20/23
Venezuela 0.51 90/97 14/16 27/30
Mexico 0.50 91/97 15/16 28/30
Russia 0.49 92/97 21/21 29/30
Uganda 0.48 93/97 17/18 15/15
Nigeria 0.47 94/97 18/18 21/23
Colombia 0.43 95/97 16/16 30/30
India 0.39 96/97 4/5 22/23
Pakistan 0.29 97/97 5/5 23/23
FACTOR 3: ORDER AND SECURITY FACTOR 4: FUNDAMENTAL RIGHTS
Country Score Global Ranking
Regional 
Ranking
Income Group 
Ranking
Sweden 0.93 1/97 1/16 1/29
Denmark 0.91 2/97 2/16 2/29
Norway 0.90 3/97 3/16 3/29
Finland 0.90 4/97 4/16 4/29
New Zealand 0.86 5/97 1/14 5/29
Spain 0.86 6/97 5/16 6/29
Poland 0.85 7/97 1/21 7/29
Australia 0.84 8/97 2/14 8/29
Netherlands 0.84 9/97 6/16 9/29
Austria 0.82 10/97 7/16 10/29
Belgium 0.81 11/97 8/16 11/29
Germany 0.80 12/97 9/16 12/29
Estonia 0.79 13/97 2/21 13/29
France 0.79 14/97 10/16 14/29
Czech Republic 0.79 15/97 3/21 15/29
United Kingdom 0.78 16/97 11/16 16/29
Japan 0.78 17/97 3/14 17/29
Canada 0.78 18/97 12/16 18/29
Slovenia 0.78 19/97 4/21 19/29
Republic of Korea 0.76 20/97 4/14 20/29
Portugal 0.75 21/97 13/16 21/29
Uruguay 0.75 22/97 1/16 1/30
Romania 0.73 23/97 5/21 2/30
Chile 0.73 24/97 2/16 3/30
United States 0.73 25/97 14/16 22/29
Singapore 0.73 26/97 5/14 23/29
Italy 0.72 27/97 15/16 24/29
Greece 0.72 28/97 16/16 25/29
Ghana 0.72 29/97 1/18 1/15
Hungary 0.72 30/97 6/21 26/29
Hong Kong SAR, China 0.71 31/97 6/14 27/29
Peru 0.70 32/97 3/16 4/30
Brazil 0.69 33/97 4/16 5/30
Bulgaria 0.68 34/97 7/21 6/30
Croatia 0.67 35/97 8/21 28/29
Bosnia and Herzegovina 0.67 36/97 9/21 7/30
Dominican Republic 0.67 37/97 5/16 8/30
Thailand 0.66 38/97 7/14 9/30
Lebanon 0.65 39/97 1/7 10/30
South Africa 0.64 40/97 2/18 11/30
Macedonia 0.64 41/97 10/21 12/30
Albania 0.63 42/97 11/21 1/23
Argentina 0.63 43/97 6/16 13/30
Sierra Leone 0.63 44/97 3/18 2/15
Panama 0.63 45/97 7/16 14/30
Mongolia 0.62 46/97 8/14 2/23
Senegal 0.62 47/97 4/18 3/23
Serbia 0.61 48/97 12/21 15/30
Georgia 0.61 49/97 13/21 4/23
Sri Lanka 0.60 50/97 1/5 5/23
Botswana 0.59 51/97 5/18 16/30
Guatemala 0.59 52/97 8/16 6/23
Nepal 0.59 53/97 2/5 3/15
Jamaica 0.59 54/97 9/16 17/30
Burkina Faso 0.59 55/97 6/18 4/15
Ukraine 0.58 56/97 14/21 7/23
El Salvador 0.58 57/97 10/16 8/23
Madagascar 0.58 58/97 7/18 5/15
Philippines 0.57 59/97 9/14 9/23
Mexico 0.56 60/97 11/16 18/30
Indonesia 0.56 61/97 10/14 10/23
Ecuador 0.56 62/97 12/16 19/30
Tunisia 0.56 63/97 2/7 20/30
India 0.56 64/97 3/5 11/23
Colombia 0.55 65/97 13/16 21/30
Moldova 0.54 66/97 15/21 12/23
Nicaragua 0.54 67/97 14/16 13/23
Kenya 0.54 68/97 8/18 6/15
Tanzania 0.53 69/97 9/18 7/15
Liberia 0.52 70/97 10/18 8/15
Kyrgyzstan 0.51 71/97 16/21 9/15
Cote d'Ivoire 0.50 72/97 11/18 14/23
Malaysia 0.50 73/97 11/14 22/30
Kazakhstan 0.50 74/97 17/21 23/30
Jordan 0.50 75/97 3/7 24/30
Turkey 0.49 76/97 18/21 25/30
Bolivia 0.49 77/97 15/16 15/23
Venezuela 0.48 78/97 16/16 26/30
Vietnam 0.48 79/97 12/14 16/23
Morocco 0.48 80/97 4/7 17/23
Malawi 0.47 81/97 12/18 10/15
UAE 0.47 82/97 5/7 29/29
Russia 0.47 83/97 19/21 27/30
Belarus 0.45 84/97 20/21 28/30
Nigeria 0.45 85/97 13/18 18/23
Uganda 0.43 86/97 14/18 11/15
Bangladesh 0.43 87/97 4/5 12/15
Cambodia 0.43 88/97 13/14 13/15
Egypt 0.43 89/97 6/7 19/23
Cameroon 0.42 90/97 15/18 20/23
Zambia 0.41 91/97 16/18 21/23
Ethiopia 0.41 92/97 17/18 14/15
Pakistan 0.40 93/97 5/5 22/23
China 0.35 94/97 14/14 29/30
Uzbekistan 0.34 95/97 21/21 23/23
Zimbabwe 0.31 96/97 18/18 15/15
Iran 0.27 97/97 7/7 30/30
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Country Score Global Ranking
Regional 
Ranking
Income Group 
Ranking
Sweden 0.93 1/97 1/16 1/29
Netherlands 0.90 2/97 2/16 2/29
Norway 0.84 3/97 3/16 3/29
New Zealand 0.84 4/97 1/14 4/29
Australia 0.84 5/97 2/14 5/29
Canada 0.84 6/97 4/16 6/29
Finland 0.84 7/97 5/16 7/29
Denmark 0.82 8/97 6/16 8/29
Japan 0.82 9/97 3/14 9/29
Hong Kong SAR, China 0.82 10/97 4/14 10/29
Austria 0.80 11/97 7/16 11/29
United Kingdom 0.78 12/97 8/16 12/29
United States 0.77 13/97 9/16 13/29
France 0.75 14/97 10/16 14/29
Republic of Korea 0.74 15/97 5/14 15/29
Germany 0.73 16/97 11/16 16/29
Estonia 0.71 17/97 1/21 17/29
Chile 0.68 18/97 1/16 1/30
Singapore 0.67 19/97 6/14 18/29
Botswana 0.67 20/97 1/18 2/30
Belgium 0.67 21/97 12/16 19/29
Slovenia 0.63 22/97 2/21 20/29
Macedonia 0.62 23/97 3/21 3/30
Uruguay 0.62 24/97 2/16 4/30
Portugal 0.62 25/97 13/16 21/29
Spain 0.61 26/97 14/16 22/29
South Africa 0.61 27/97 2/18 5/30
Panama 0.60 28/97 3/16 6/30
Poland 0.59 29/97 4/21 23/29
Ghana 0.55 30/97 3/18 1/15
Brazil 0.54 31/97 4/16 7/30
Mexico 0.53 32/97 5/16 8/30
Bulgaria 0.53 33/97 5/21 9/30
Croatia 0.53 34/97 6/21 24/29
Indonesia 0.53 35/97 7/14 1/23
Dominican Republic 0.52 36/97 6/16 10/30
Hungary 0.52 37/97 7/21 25/29
Colombia 0.51 38/97 7/16 11/30
Morocco 0.51 39/97 1/7 2/23
Romania 0.51 40/97 8/21 12/30
Greece 0.51 41/97 15/16 26/29
Thailand 0.50 42/97 8/14 13/30
Sri Lanka 0.50 43/97 1/5 3/23
Madagascar 0.50 44/97 4/18 2/15
Bosnia and Herzegovina 0.49 45/97 9/21 14/30
Czech Republic 0.49 46/97 10/21 27/29
Italy 0.49 47/97 16/16 28/29
Malaysia 0.48 48/97 9/14 15/30
Argentina 0.48 49/97 8/16 16/30
India 0.48 50/97 2/5 4/23
Egypt 0.48 51/97 2/7 5/23
Nicaragua 0.48 52/97 9/16 6/23
Lebanon 0.47 53/97 3/7 17/30
Georgia 0.47 54/97 11/21 7/23
Tunisia 0.46 55/97 4/7 18/30
Jordan 0.46 56/97 5/7 19/30
Turkey 0.46 57/97 12/21 20/30
Guatemala 0.46 58/97 10/16 8/23
Philippines 0.46 59/97 10/14 9/23
Albania 0.44 60/97 13/21 10/23
Kyrgyzstan 0.44 61/97 14/21 3/15
Ukraine 0.44 62/97 15/21 11/23
UAE 0.44 63/97 6/7 29/29
Kenya 0.44 64/97 5/18 4/15
Serbia 0.44 65/97 16/21 21/30
Moldova 0.43 66/97 17/21 12/23
Peru 0.43 67/97 11/16 22/30
Malawi 0.43 68/97 6/18 5/15
China 0.42 69/97 11/14 23/30
Jamaica 0.41 70/97 12/16 24/30
Tanzania 0.41 71/97 7/18 6/15
Bolivia 0.41 72/97 13/16 13/23
Burkina Faso 0.41 73/97 8/18 7/15
Russia 0.41 74/97 18/21 25/30
Senegal 0.41 75/97 9/18 14/23
Liberia 0.39 76/97 10/18 8/15
Zambia 0.39 77/97 11/18 15/23
Iran 0.38 78/97 7/7 26/30
Nepal 0.38 79/97 3/5 9/15
Ecuador 0.38 80/97 14/16 27/30
Cote d'Ivoire 0.37 81/97 12/18 16/23
El Salvador 0.37 82/97 15/16 17/23
Cambodia 0.37 83/97 12/14 10/15
Venezuela 0.36 84/97 16/16 28/30
Kazakhstan 0.36 85/97 19/21 29/30
Uganda 0.36 86/97 13/18 11/15
Belarus 0.36 87/97 20/21 30/30
Uzbekistan 0.36 88/97 21/21 18/23
Bangladesh 0.35 89/97 4/5 12/15
Nigeria 0.35 90/97 14/18 19/23
Vietnam 0.35 91/97 13/14 20/23
Pakistan 0.35 92/97 5/5 21/23
Mongolia 0.35 93/97 14/14 22/23
Ethiopia 0.29 94/97 15/18 13/15
Cameroon 0.27 95/97 16/18 23/23
Sierra Leone 0.26 96/97 17/18 14/15
Zimbabwe 0.24 97/97 18/18 15/15
FACTOR 5:OPEN GOVERNMENT FACTOR 6: REGULATORY ENFORCEMENT
Country Score Global Ranking
Regional 
Ranking
Income Group 
Ranking
Sweden 0.89 1/97 1/16 1/29
Japan 0.87 2/97 1/14 2/29
Denmark 0.85 3/97 2/16 3/29
Austria 0.84 4/97 3/16 4/29
Australia 0.83 5/97 2/14 5/29
Norway 0.83 6/97 4/16 6/29
Netherlands 0.83 7/97 5/16 7/29
Finland 0.82 8/97 6/16 8/29
New Zealand 0.82 9/97 3/14 9/29
Singapore 0.80 10/97 4/14 10/29
United Kingdom 0.79 11/97 7/16 11/29
Canada 0.79 12/97 8/16 12/29
France 0.76 13/97 9/16 13/29
Hong Kong SAR, China 0.75 14/97 5/14 14/29
Germany 0.73 15/97 10/16 15/29
Estonia 0.73 16/97 1/21 16/29
Botswana 0.71 17/97 1/18 1/30
Uruguay 0.71 18/97 1/16 2/30
United States 0.70 19/97 11/16 17/29
Belgium 0.70 20/97 12/16 18/29
Republic of Korea 0.67 21/97 6/14 19/29
Spain 0.67 22/97 13/16 20/29
Chile 0.66 23/97 2/16 3/30
UAE 0.65 24/97 1/7 21/29
Georgia 0.63 25/97 2/21 1/23
Poland 0.61 26/97 3/21 22/29
Hungary 0.60 27/97 4/21 23/29
Czech Republic 0.59 28/97 5/21 24/29
Jordan 0.59 29/97 2/7 4/30
Slovenia 0.59 30/97 6/21 25/29
Senegal 0.58 31/97 2/18 2/23
Portugal 0.57 32/97 14/16 26/29
Burkina Faso 0.56 33/97 3/18 1/15
Macedonia 0.56 34/97 7/21 5/30
Belarus 0.56 35/97 8/21 6/30
Italy 0.56 36/97 15/16 27/29
Brazil 0.56 37/97 3/16 7/30
Tunisia 0.55 38/97 3/7 8/30
Turkey 0.55 39/97 9/21 9/30
Jamaica 0.55 40/97 4/16 10/30
Iran 0.54 41/97 4/7 11/30
South Africa 0.54 42/97 4/18 12/30
Greece 0.54 43/97 16/16 28/29
Romania 0.54 44/97 10/21 13/30
Bosnia and Herzegovina 0.53 45/97 11/21 14/30
Malaysia 0.52 46/97 7/14 15/30
Ghana 0.52 47/97 5/18 2/15
Sri Lanka 0.52 48/97 1/5 3/23
Colombia 0.52 49/97 5/16 16/30
El Salvador 0.52 50/97 6/16 4/23
Panama 0.52 51/97 7/16 17/30
Philippines 0.51 52/97 8/14 5/23
Thailand 0.51 53/97 9/14 18/30
Indonesia 0.50 54/97 10/14 6/23
Bulgaria 0.50 55/97 12/21 19/30
Mexico 0.49 56/97 8/16 20/30
Croatia 0.48 57/97 13/21 29/29
Cote d'Ivoire 0.48 58/97 6/18 7/23
Peru 0.48 59/97 9/16 21/30
Mongolia 0.48 60/97 11/14 8/23
Morocco 0.47 61/97 5/7 9/23
Ecuador 0.46 62/97 10/16 22/30
Madagascar 0.46 63/97 7/18 3/15
Uzbekistan 0.46 64/97 14/21 10/23
Malawi 0.45 65/97 8/18 4/15
Dominican Republic 0.45 66/97 11/16 23/30
Nicaragua 0.45 67/97 12/16 11/23
Russia 0.45 68/97 15/21 24/30
Tanzania 0.44 69/97 9/18 5/15
Nepal 0.44 70/97 2/5 6/15
Kazakhstan 0.44 71/97 16/21 25/30
Guatemala 0.43 72/97 13/16 12/23
Kyrgyzstan 0.43 73/97 17/21 7/15
Serbia 0.43 74/97 18/21 26/30
Argentina 0.43 75/97 14/16 27/30
Albania 0.43 76/97 19/21 13/23
Egypt 0.42 77/97 6/7 14/23
Nigeria 0.42 78/97 10/18 15/23
India 0.41 79/97 3/5 16/23
China 0.41 80/97 12/14 28/30
Zambia 0.41 81/97 11/18 17/23
Kenya 0.39 82/97 12/18 8/15
Vietnam 0.39 83/97 13/14 18/23
Moldova 0.39 84/97 20/21 19/23
Lebanon 0.38 85/97 7/7 29/30
Uganda 0.38 86/97 13/18 9/15
Bolivia 0.37 87/97 15/16 20/23
Pakistan 0.36 88/97 4/5 21/23
Ethiopia 0.36 89/97 14/18 10/15
Bangladesh 0.36 90/97 5/5 11/15
Ukraine 0.35 91/97 21/21 22/23
Zimbabwe 0.35 92/97 15/18 12/15
Sierra Leone 0.33 93/97 16/18 13/15
Cambodia 0.33 94/97 14/14 14/15
Venezuela 0.33 95/97 16/16 30/30
Cameroon 0.28 96/97 17/18 23/23
Liberia 0.23 97/97 18/18 15/15
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Country Score Global Ranking
Regional 
Ranking
Income Group 
Ranking
Norway 0.82 1/97 1/16 1/29
Netherlands 0.80 2/97 2/16 2/29
Germany 0.80 3/97 3/16 3/29
Singapore 0.79 4/97 1/14 4/29
Finland 0.79 5/97 4/16 5/29
Denmark 0.79 6/97 5/16 6/29
Sweden 0.78 7/97 6/16 7/29
Japan 0.77 8/97 2/14 8/29
New Zealand 0.76 9/97 3/14 9/29
Austria 0.74 10/97 7/16 10/29
United Kingdom 0.72 11/97 8/16 11/29
Australia 0.72 12/97 4/14 12/29
Canada 0.72 13/97 9/16 13/29
Republic of Korea 0.72 14/97 5/14 14/29
Uruguay 0.71 15/97 1/16 1/30
Estonia 0.71 16/97 1/21 15/29
Hong Kong SAR, China 0.71 17/97 6/14 16/29
France 0.68 18/97 10/16 17/29
Belgium 0.68 19/97 11/16 18/29
Chile 0.66 20/97 2/16 2/30
Botswana 0.65 21/97 1/18 3/30
United States 0.65 22/97 12/16 19/29
Czech Republic 0.65 23/97 2/21 20/29
Spain 0.65 24/97 13/16 21/29
Jordan 0.65 25/97 1/7 4/30
Belarus 0.63 26/97 3/21 5/30
Poland 0.63 27/97 4/21 22/29
Iran 0.62 28/97 2/7 6/30
Portugal 0.62 29/97 14/16 23/29
Greece 0.61 30/97 15/16 24/29
Georgia 0.61 31/97 5/21 1/23
Ghana 0.61 32/97 2/18 1/15
UAE 0.60 33/97 3/7 25/29
Slovenia 0.60 34/97 6/21 26/29
Malawi 0.59 35/97 3/18 2/15
Burkina Faso 0.59 36/97 4/18 3/15
Romania 0.59 37/97 7/21 7/30
Senegal 0.58 38/97 5/18 2/23
Malaysia 0.57 39/97 7/14 8/30
Bulgaria 0.57 40/97 8/21 9/30
Italy 0.56 41/97 16/16 27/29
Tunisia 0.56 42/97 4/7 10/30
Brazil 0.55 43/97 3/16 11/30
Turkey 0.55 44/97 9/21 12/30
Hungary 0.55 45/97 10/21 28/29
South Africa 0.55 46/97 6/18 13/30
Sierra Leone 0.54 47/97 7/18 4/15
Morocco 0.54 48/97 5/7 3/23
Argentina 0.54 49/97 4/16 14/30
Madagascar 0.53 50/97 8/18 5/15
Colombia 0.53 51/97 5/16 15/30
Macedonia 0.53 52/97 11/21 16/30
Nigeria 0.53 53/97 9/18 4/23
Mongolia 0.53 54/97 8/14 5/23
Sri Lanka 0.52 55/97 1/5 6/23
Ukraine 0.52 56/97 12/21 7/23
Uganda 0.51 57/97 10/18 6/15
Croatia 0.51 58/97 13/21 29/29
Dominican Republic 0.51 59/97 6/16 17/30
Cote d'Ivoire 0.51 60/97 11/18 8/23
Albania 0.51 61/97 14/21 9/23
Jamaica 0.51 62/97 7/16 18/30
Panama 0.51 63/97 8/16 19/30
Bosnia and Herzegovina 0.50 64/97 15/21 20/30
Russia 0.50 65/97 16/21 21/30
Indonesia 0.49 66/97 9/14 10/23
El Salvador 0.49 67/97 9/16 11/23
Uzbekistan 0.49 68/97 17/21 12/23
Kazakhstan 0.49 69/97 18/21 22/30
Tanzania 0.48 70/97 12/18 7/15
Kenya 0.47 71/97 13/18 8/15
Serbia 0.47 72/97 19/21 23/30
Egypt 0.47 73/97 6/7 13/23
Kyrgyzstan 0.46 74/97 20/21 9/15
Zambia 0.46 75/97 14/18 14/23
Ethiopia 0.46 76/97 15/18 10/15
Lebanon 0.45 77/97 7/7 24/30
India 0.45 78/97 2/5 15/23
Vietnam 0.43 79/97 10/14 16/23
Thailand 0.43 80/97 11/14 25/30
Peru 0.43 81/97 10/16 26/30
China 0.43 82/97 12/14 27/30
Nepal 0.43 83/97 3/5 11/15
Philippines 0.43 84/97 13/14 17/23
Ecuador 0.42 85/97 11/16 28/30
Nicaragua 0.42 86/97 12/16 18/23
Moldova 0.42 87/97 21/21 19/23
Guatemala 0.41 88/97 13/16 20/23
Mexico 0.40 89/97 14/16 29/30
Zimbabwe 0.40 90/97 16/18 12/15
Pakistan 0.39 91/97 4/5 21/23
Bolivia 0.38 92/97 15/16 22/23
Venezuela 0.38 93/97 16/16 30/30
Cambodia 0.37 94/97 14/14 13/15
Cameroon 0.35 95/97 17/18 23/23
Liberia 0.33 96/97 18/18 14/15
Bangladesh 0.32 97/97 5/5 15/15
FACTOR 7: CIVIL JUSTICE FACTOR 8: CRIMINAL JUSTICE
Country Score Global Ranking
Regional 
Ranking
Income Group 
Ranking
Denmark 0.87 1/97 1/16 1/29
Finland 0.87 2/97 2/16 2/29
Singapore 0.87 3/97 1/14 3/29
Norway 0.85 4/97 3/16 4/29
Sweden 0.82 5/97 4/16 5/29
Netherlands 0.80 6/97 5/16 6/29
New Zealand 0.79 7/97 2/14 7/29
Hong Kong SAR, China 0.76 8/97 3/14 8/29
Germany 0.76 9/97 6/16 9/29
Republic of Korea 0.76 10/97 4/14 10/29
United Kingdom 0.75 11/97 7/16 11/29
UAE 0.75 12/97 1/7 12/29
Canada 0.75 13/97 8/16 13/29
Estonia 0.75 14/97 1/21 14/29
Austria 0.75 15/97 9/16 15/29
Poland 0.73 16/97 2/21 16/29
Australia 0.72 17/97 5/14 17/29
Botswana 0.72 18/97 1/18 1/30
Belgium 0.72 19/97 10/16 18/29
Czech Republic 0.70 20/97 3/21 19/29
Spain 0.69 21/97 11/16 20/29
France 0.69 22/97 12/16 21/29
Japan 0.68 23/97 6/14 22/29
Italy 0.67 24/97 13/16 23/29
Georgia 0.66 25/97 4/21 1/23
United States 0.65 26/97 14/16 24/29
Hungary 0.64 27/97 5/21 25/29
Portugal 0.62 28/97 15/16 26/29
Bosnia and Herzegovina 0.62 29/97 6/21 2/30
Sri Lanka 0.62 30/97 1/5 2/23
Malaysia 0.61 31/97 7/14 3/30
Chile 0.60 32/97 1/16 4/30
Romania 0.60 33/97 7/21 5/30
Belarus 0.59 34/97 8/21 6/30
Thailand 0.59 35/97 8/14 7/30
Slovenia 0.59 36/97 9/21 27/29
Vietnam 0.57 37/97 9/14 3/23
Mongolia 0.54 38/97 10/14 4/23
China 0.54 39/97 11/14 8/30
Nepal 0.54 40/97 2/5 1/15
Macedonia 0.53 41/97 10/21 9/30
Croatia 0.53 42/97 11/21 28/29
Tunisia 0.52 43/97 2/7 10/30
Jordan 0.52 44/97 3/7 11/30
Uruguay 0.50 45/97 2/16 12/30
Greece 0.50 46/97 16/16 29/29
Madagascar 0.49 47/97 2/18 2/15
South Africa 0.49 48/97 3/18 13/30
Ethiopia 0.49 49/97 4/18 3/15
Tanzania 0.49 50/97 5/18 4/15
Lebanon 0.49 51/97 4/7 14/30
Brazil 0.49 52/97 3/16 15/30
Dominican Republic 0.47 53/97 4/16 16/30
Senegal 0.46 54/97 6/18 5/23
Kazakhstan 0.46 55/97 12/21 17/30
Egypt 0.45 56/97 5/7 6/23
Peru 0.45 57/97 5/16 18/30
Malawi 0.45 58/97 7/18 5/15
Iran 0.45 59/97 6/7 19/30
Serbia 0.45 60/97 13/21 20/30
Ghana 0.45 61/97 8/18 6/15
Indonesia 0.45 62/97 12/14 7/23
Burkina Faso 0.45 63/97 9/18 7/15
India 0.44 64/97 3/5 8/23
Ecuador 0.44 65/97 6/16 21/30
Argentina 0.43 66/97 7/16 22/30
Zimbabwe 0.43 67/97 10/18 8/15
Colombia 0.43 68/97 8/16 23/30
Uganda 0.43 69/97 11/18 9/15
Nicaragua 0.42 70/97 9/16 9/23
Turkey 0.42 71/97 14/21 24/30
Philippines 0.42 72/97 13/14 10/23
Jamaica 0.42 73/97 10/16 25/30
Albania 0.41 74/97 15/21 11/23
Moldova 0.40 75/97 16/21 12/23
Kenya 0.40 76/97 12/18 10/15
Cambodia 0.40 77/97 14/14 11/15
Russia 0.40 78/97 17/21 26/30
Ukraine 0.39 79/97 18/21 13/23
Pakistan 0.39 80/97 4/5 14/23
Bulgaria 0.39 81/97 19/21 27/30
Panama 0.38 82/97 11/16 28/30
Bangladesh 0.38 83/97 5/5 12/15
Guatemala 0.37 84/97 12/16 15/23
Cote d'Ivoire 0.37 85/97 13/18 16/23
Zambia 0.37 86/97 14/18 17/23
Sierra Leone 0.36 87/97 15/18 13/15
Uzbekistan 0.36 88/97 20/21 18/23
Morocco 0.35 89/97 7/7 19/23
Kyrgyzstan 0.35 90/97 21/21 14/15
Mexico 0.35 91/97 13/16 29/30
Liberia 0.35 92/97 16/18 15/15
Cameroon 0.32 93/97 17/18 20/23
Nigeria 0.28 94/97 18/18 21/23
Bolivia 0.28 95/97 14/16 22/23
El Salvador 0.25 96/97 15/16 23/23
Venezuela 0.24 97/97 16/16 30/30
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Rankings by Income
Country
Factor 1:
Limited Government
Powers
Factor 2:
Absence of
Corruption
Factor 3: Order 
and
Security
Factor 4:
Fundamental
Rights
Factor 5:
Open
Government
Factor 6:
Regulatory
Enforcement
Factor 7:
Civil Justice
Factor 8:
Criminal 
Justice
Argentina 22 16 24 13 16 27 14 22
Belarus 28 12 5 28 30 6 5 6
Bosnia and Herzegovina 15 17 7 7 14 14 20 2
Botswana 2 2 6 16 2 1 3 1
Brazil 6 8 18 5 7 7 11 15
Bulgaria 19 19 12 6 9 19 9 27
Chile 1 3 13 3 1 3 2 4
China 26 10 4 29 23 28 27 8
Colombia 14 20 30 21 11 16 15 23
Dominican Republic 17 29 22 8 10 23 17 16
Ecuador 24 18 25 19 27 22 28 21
Iran 25 15 17 30 26 11 6 19
Jamaica 7 11 23 17 24 10 18 25
Jordan 13 5 10 24 19 4 4 11
Kazakhstan 27 26 11 23 29 25 22 17
Lebanon 10 22 16 10 17 29 24 14
Macedonia 18 7 9 12 3 5 16 9
Malaysia 11 4 1 22 15 15 8 3
Mexico 12 27 28 18 8 20 29 29
Panama 23 23 15 14 6 17 19 28
Peru 4 28 21 4 22 21 26 18
Romania 8 13 2 2 12 13 7 5
Russia 29 25 29 27 25 24 21 26
Serbia 20 21 8 15 21 26 23 20
South Africa 5 14 26 11 5 12 13 13
Thailand 16 24 20 9 13 18 25 7
Tunisia 9 9 3 20 18 8 10 10
Turkey 21 6 19 25 20 9 12 24
Uruguay 3 1 14 1 4 2 1 12
Venezuela 30 30 27 26 28 30 30 30
Upper Middle Income
Country
Factor 1:
Limited Government
Powers
Factor 2:
Absence of
Corruption
Factor 3: Order 
and
Security
Factor 4:
Fundamental
Rights
Factor 5:
Open
Government
Factor 6:
Regulatory
Enforcement
Factor 7:
Civil Justice
Factor 8:
Criminal 
Justice
Australia 5 8 14 8 5 5 12 17
Austria 8 19 8 10 11 4 10 15
Belgium 16 16 17 11 19 18 18 18
Canada 15 12 9 18 6 12 13 13
Croatia 28 29 26 28 24 29 29 28
Czech Republic 22 27 22 15 27 24 20 19
Denmark 1 2 4 2 8 3 6 1
Estonia 12 18 20 13 17 16 15 14
Finland 4 4 3 4 7 8 5 2
France 11 13 16 14 14 13 17 21
Germany 9 11 12 12 16 15 3 9
Greece 26 28 29 25 26 28 24 29
Hong Kong SAR, China 20 9 2 27 10 14 16 8
Hungary 27 22 18 26 25 23 28 25
Italy 23 25 27 24 28 27 27 23
Japan 10 10 7 17 9 2 8 22
Netherlands 7 5 13 9 2 7 2 6
New Zealand 6 6 11 5 4 9 9 7
Norway 3 3 10 3 3 6 1 4
Poland 14 23 23 7 23 22 22 16
Portugal 21 24 28 21 21 26 23 26
Republic of Korea 24 21 21 20 15 19 14 10
Singapore 19 7 1 23 18 10 4 3
Slovenia 25 26 24 19 20 25 26 27
Spain 18 14 25 6 22 20 21 20
Sweden 2 1 6 1 1 1 7 5
UAE 29 20 5 29 29 21 25 12
United Kingdom 13 15 15 16 12 11 11 11
United States 17 17 19 22 13 17 19 24
High Income
The following tables include countries and their ranking for their specific income group.
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Country
Factor 1:
Limited Government
Powers
Factor 2:
Absence of
Corruption
Factor 3: Order 
and
Security
Factor 4:
Fundamental
Rights
Factor 5:
Open
Government
Factor 6:
Regulatory
Enforcement
Factor 7:
Civil Justice
Factor 8:
Criminal 
Justice
Bangladesh 12 12 9 12 12 11 15 12
Burkina Faso 11 1 4 4 7 1 3 7
Cambodia 14 11 3 13 10 14 13 11
Ethiopia 13 4 13 14 13 10 10 3
Ghana 1 2 7 1 1 2 1 6
Kenya 8 13 10 6 4 8 8 10
Kyrgyzstan 9 15 2 9 3 7 9 14
Liberia 4 9 14 8 8 15 14 15
Madagascar 7 7 1 5 2 3 5 2
Malawi 6 3 5 10 5 4 2 5
Nepal 5 6 6 3 9 6 11 1
Sierra Leone 2 8 8 2 14 13 4 13
Tanzania 3 5 11 7 6 5 7 4
Uganda 10 10 15 11 11 9 6 9
Zimbabwe 15 14 12 15 15 12 12 8
Low Income
Country
Factor 1:
Limited Government
Powers
Factor 2:
Absence of
Corruption
Factor 3: Order 
and
Security
Factor 4:
Fundamental
Rights
Factor 5:
Open
Government
Factor 6:
Regulatory
Enforcement
Factor 7:
Civil Justice
Factor 8:
Criminal 
Justice
Albania 14 15 7 1 10 13 9 11
Bolivia 19 22 10 15 13 20 22 22
Cameroon 22 23 15 20 23 23 23 20
Cote d'Ivoire 17 11 19 14 16 7 8 16
Egypt 3 2 12 19 5 14 13 6
El Salvador 11 5 18 8 17 4 11 23
Georgia 12 1 2 4 7 1 1 1
Guatemala 8 18 17 6 8 12 20 15
India 2 14 22 11 4 16 15 8
Indonesia 1 16 9 10 1 6 10 7
Moldova 16 12 4 12 12 19 19 12
Mongolia 10 9 5 2 22 8 5 4
Morocco 5 13 8 17 2 9 3 19
Nicaragua 21 10 14 13 6 11 18 9
Nigeria 15 21 21 18 19 15 4 21
Pakistan 13 19 23 22 21 21 21 14
Philippines 6 8 16 9 9 5 17 10
Senegal 4 4 13 3 14 2 2 5
Sri Lanka 7 3 20 5 3 3 6 2
Ukraine 20 20 6 7 11 22 7 13
Uzbekistan 23 17 1 23 18 10 12 18
Vietnam 18 7 3 16 20 18 16 3
Zambia 9 6 11 21 15 17 14 17
Lower Middle Income
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Rankings by Region
Country
Factor 1:
Limited Government
Powers
Factor 2:
Absence of
Corruption
Factor 3: Order 
and
Security
Factor 4:
Fundamental
Rights
Factor 5:
Open
Government
Factor 6:
Regulatory
Enforcement
Factor 7:
Civil Justice
Factor 8:
Criminal 
Justice
Australia 1 3 5 2 2 2 4 5
Cambodia 14 13 12 13 12 14 14 14
China 13 8 9 14 11 12 12 11
Hong Kong SAR, China 5 4 2 6 4 5 6 3
Indonesia 7 14 11 10 7 10 9 12
Japan 3 5 3 3 3 1 2 6
Malaysia 8 7 6 11 9 7 7 7
Mongolia 11 12 10 8 14 11 8 10
New Zealand 2 1 4 1 1 3 3 2
Philippines 9 10 14 9 10 8 13 13
Republic of Korea 6 6 8 4 5 6 5 4
Singapore 4 2 1 5 6 4 1 1
Thailand 10 11 13 7 8 9 11 8
Vietnam 12 9 7 12 13 13 10 9
East Asia & Pacific
Country
Factor 1:
Limited Government
Powers
Factor 2:
Absence of
Corruption
Factor 3: Order 
and
Security
Factor 4:
Fundamental
Rights
Factor 5:
Open
Government
Factor 6:
Regulatory
Enforcement
Factor 7:
Civil Justice
Factor 8:
Criminal 
Justice
Albania 14 18 19 11 13 19 14 15
Belarus 19 10 9 20 20 8 3 8
Bosnia and Herzegovina 8 12 12 9 9 11 15 6
Bulgaria 10 13 17 7 5 12 8 19
Croatia 6 9 10 8 6 13 13 11
Czech Republic 3 6 5 3 10 5 2 3
Estonia 1 1 4 2 1 1 1 1
Georgia 11 2 2 13 11 2 5 4
Hungary 5 3 3 6 7 4 10 5
Kazakhstan 18 16 16 17 19 16 18 12
Kyrgyzstan 15 20 18 16 14 17 20 21
Macedonia 9 8 14 10 3 7 11 10
Moldova 16 17 11 15 17 20 21 16
Poland 2 4 6 1 4 3 4 2
Romania 7 11 7 5 8 10 7 7
Russia 20 15 21 19 18 15 16 17
Serbia 12 14 13 12 16 18 19 13
Slovenia 4 5 8 4 2 6 6 9
Turkey 13 7 20 18 12 9 9 14
Ukraine 17 21 15 14 15 21 12 18
Uzbekistan 21 19 1 21 21 14 17 20
Eastern Europe & Central Asia
Country
Factor 1:
Limited Government
Powers
Factor 2:
Absence of
Corruption
Factor 3: Order 
and
Security
Factor 4:
Fundamental
Rights
Factor 5:
Open
Government
Factor 6:
Regulatory
Enforcement
Factor 7:
Civil Justice
Factor 8:
Criminal 
Justice
Austria 6 13 4 7 7 3 7 9
Belgium 11 11 11 8 12 12 11 10
Canada 10 7 5 12 4 8 9 8
Denmark 1 2 2 2 6 2 5 1
Finland 4 4 1 4 5 6 4 2
France 8 8 10 10 10 9 10 12
Germany 7 6 7 9 11 10 3 6
Greece 16 16 16 16 15 16 15 16
Italy 15 15 14 15 16 15 16 13
Netherlands 5 5 8 6 2 5 2 5
Norway 3 3 6 3 3 4 1 3
Portugal 14 14 15 13 13 14 14 15
Spain 13 9 13 5 14 13 13 11
Sweden 2 1 3 1 1 1 6 4
United Kingdom 9 10 9 11 8 7 8 7
United States 12 12 12 14 9 11 12 14
Western Europe & North America
The following tables include countries and their ranking for their specific region.
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Country
Factor 1:
Limited Government
Powers
Factor 2:
Absence of
Corruption
Factor 3: Order 
and
Security
Factor 4:
Fundamental
Rights
Factor 5:
Open
Government
Factor 6:
Regulatory
Enforcement
Factor 7:
Civil Justice
Factor 8:
Criminal 
Justice
Botswana 1 1 1 5 1 1 1 1
Burkina Faso 14 3 3 6 8 3 4 9
Cameroon 17 18 10 15 16 17 17 17
Cote d'Ivoire 15 10 13 11 12 6 11 13
Ethiopia 16 8 14 17 15 14 15 4
Ghana 2 5 5 1 3 5 2 8
Kenya 12 15 9 8 5 12 13 12
Liberia 7 13 15 10 10 18 18 16
Madagascar 10 11 2 7 4 7 8 2
Malawi 9 7 4 12 6 8 3 7
Nigeria 11 17 18 13 14 10 9 18
Senegal 4 4 7 4 9 2 5 6
Sierra Leone 5 12 8 3 17 16 7 15
South Africa 3 2 16 2 2 4 6 3
Tanzania 6 9 11 9 7 9 12 5
Uganda 13 14 17 14 13 13 10 11
Zambia 8 6 6 16 11 11 14 14
Zimbabwe 18 16 12 18 18 15 16 10
Sub-Saharan Africa
Country
Factor 1:
Limited Government
Powers
Factor 2:
Absence of
Corruption
Factor 3: Order 
and
Security
Factor 4:
Fundamental
Rights
Factor 5:
Open
Government
Factor 6:
Regulatory
Enforcement
Factor 7:
Civil Justice
Factor 8:
Criminal 
Justice
Argentina 11 5 10 6 8 14 4 7
Bolivia 14 16 4 15 13 15 15 14
Brazil 4 3 6 4 4 3 3 3
Chile 1 2 1 2 1 2 2 1
Colombia 7 8 16 13 7 5 5 8
Dominican Republic 8 13 8 5 6 11 6 4
Ecuador 13 6 13 12 14 10 11 6
El Salvador 10 7 12 10 15 6 9 15
Guatemala 9 15 11 8 10 13 13 12
Jamaica 5 4 9 9 12 4 7 10
Mexico 6 11 15 11 5 8 14 13
Nicaragua 15 10 5 14 9 12 12 9
Panama 12 9 3 7 3 7 8 11
Peru 3 12 7 3 11 9 10 5
Uruguay 2 1 2 1 2 1 1 2
Venezuela 16 14 14 16 16 16 16 16
Latin America & the Caribbean
Country
Factor 1:
Limited Government
Powers
Factor 2:
Absence of
Corruption
Factor 3: Order 
and
Security
Factor 4:
Fundamental
Rights
Factor 5:
Open
Government
Factor 6:
Regulatory
Enforcement
Factor 7:
Civil Justice
Factor 8:
Criminal 
Justice
Egypt 1 4 7 6 2 6 6 5
Iran 7 5 6 7 7 4 2 6
Jordan 6 2 3 3 5 2 1 3
Lebanon 4 6 5 1 3 7 7 4
Morocco 3 7 4 4 1 5 5 7
Tunisia 2 3 2 2 4 3 4 2
UAE 5 1 1 5 6 1 3 1
Middle East & North Africa
Country
Factor 1:
Limited Government
Powers
Factor 2:
Absence of
Corruption
Factor 3: Order 
and
Security
Factor 4:
Fundamental
Rights
Factor 5:
Open
Government
Factor 6:
Regulatory
Enforcement
Factor 7:
Civil Justice
Factor 8:
Criminal 
Justice
Bangladesh 5 4 2 4 4 5 5 5
India 1 3 4 3 2 3 2 3
Nepal 3 2 1 2 3 2 3 2
Pakistan 4 5 5 5 5 4 4 4
Sri Lanka 2 1 3 1 1 1 1 1
South Asia
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Data Notes | 

The WJP Rule of Law Index provides 
new indicators on nine factors and 
48 sub-factors. These factors and 
sub-factors correspond to goals or 
outcomes that rule of law societies seek 
to achieve and that policy makers might 
want to influence. The WJP Rule of Law 
Index is a first attempt to systematically 
and comprehensively quantify these 
outcomes through operationalization 
of the rule of law dimensions into 
concrete questions. These questions 
are administered to a representative 
sample of the general public, and to 
local experts, and then are analyzed and 
cross-checked pursuant to a rigorous 
triangulation methodology. The 
outcome of this exercise is one of the 
ZRUOG¶V PRVW FRPSUHKHQVLYH GDWD VHWV
of the extent to which countries adhere 
to the rule of law in practice. 
The WJP Rule of Law Index 2012 builds 
on more than 400 variables drawn from 
the assessments of more than 97,000 
people and 2,500 local experts in 97 
countries and jurisdictions. 
OUTCOMES VS. INPUTS 
The WJP Rule of Law Index 2012 
measures outcomes rather than inputs. 
More specifically, our aim is to provide 
a picture of where countries stand with 
regard to a number of widely accepted 
outcomes that rule of law societies 
Data Notes
seek to achieve, as opposed to the 
institutional means, such as the legal 
and regulatory frameworks, to attain 
them. Some examples of outcomes 
measured by the Index include respect 
for fundamental rights, absence of 
corruption, and access to justice. 
([DPSOHVRILQSXWVLQFOXGHDFRXQWU\¶V
number of courts, number of police 
officers, and judicial budget. 
Measuring outcomes improves accuracy 
while reducing the risk of misdiagnosing 
the causes of problems and bottlenecks. 
For instance, police resources are just 
one of the many inputs of effective 
policing (an outcome), and it may or 
may not be the driving reason behind 
crime rates. Since the Index does not 
contain all the elements to diagnose 
WKHURRWFDXVHVRIWKHFRXQWU\¶VUXOHRI
law weaknesses, we focus on outcomes 
which, in the end, are the goals policy 
makers want to address. Relevant inputs 
will continue to be captured by the 
methodology, as they are essential for 
policy analysis, and will be incorporated 
LQ WKH ,QGH[¶V VSLQRII SURGXFWVZKLFK
will complement the Index framework 
and provide a solid basis for policy 
analysis and discussion. 
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the society. The GPP questionnaire 
was designed to provide information 
on the experiences and the perceptions 
of ordinary people about their dealings 
with the government, the police, and the 
courts; the openness and accountability 
of the State; the extent of corruption; 
and the magnitude of common crimes 
to which the general public is exposed. 
The latest questionnaire includes 
91 perception-based questions and 
58 experience-based questions. 
In addition, socio-demographic 
information was also collected. In 
all countries, the questionnaire was 
translated into local languages and 
adapted to common expressions. The 
poll was carried out on a probability 
sample of 1,000 respondents drawn 
from the three largest cities in each 
country, and was conducted by leading 
local polling companies on behalf of the 
World Justice Project. Depending on 
the particular situation of each country, 
three different polling methodologies 
were used: CATI, Online, or F2F. The 
cities covered, the polling company, 
and the polling methodology employed 
in all 97 countries are presented in Table 
4. For the first wave of countries, data 
were gathered in September 2009. For 
the second wave, they were collected 
in April 2011. For the third wave of 
countries, data were collected in July 
2012. 
7KH 4XDOLILHG 5HVSRQGHQWV¶
Questionnaire (QRQ) is designed to 
complement polling data with expert 
opinion on a variety of dimensions 
relevant to the rule of law. The 
expert questionnaires were tailored 
to four areas of expertise: civil and 
commercial law, criminal justice (due 
process); labor law, and public health. 
The questionnaires cover different 
LAW IN PRACTICE VS. 
LAW ON THE BOOKS 
In order to evaluate the rule of law 
in a given country, it is necessary to 
look not only at the laws as written 
(de jure), but also at how they are 
actually implemented in practice and 
experienced by those who are subject to 
them (de facto). Unlike other indices, the 
WJP Rule of Law Index methodology 
focuses entirely on adherence to the 
rule of law in practice. 
A NEW DATA SET 
7KH:-3¶V5XOHRI/DZ,QGH[LVEDVHG
on the premise that it is necessary to 
use different but complementary data 
sources to best approximate the concept 
of the rule of law. Currently, there is no 
comparable data that fully covers all 
dimensions of the rule of law. The WJP 
Rule of Law Index addresses this gap 
by constructing a new set of indicators 
drawn from two novel data sources: 
 » A general population poll (GPP) 
conducted by leading local polling 
companies using a probability 
sample of 1,000 respondents in the 
three largest cities of each country. 
 » 4XDOL¿HG UHVSRQGHQWV¶
questionnaires (QRQ) completed 
by in-country experts in civil and 
commercial law, criminal justice, 
labor law, and public health. 
The general population poll (GPP) 
is a key component of the Index as it 
provides information on how the rule 
of law is experienced by the people, 
including marginalized segments of 
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Country Cities Covered Polling Company Methodology Sample Year
Albania Tirana, Durres, Elbasan Strategic Puls Group F2F 1096 2009
Argentina Buenos Aires, Cordoba, Rosario Navarro Mkt Research CATI 1000 2009
Australia Sydney, Melbourne, Brisbane IPSOS Public Affairs Pty Ltd. ONLINE 1030 2009
Austria Vienna, Graz, Linz Market Institut ONLINE 1000 2009
Bangladesh Dhaka, Chittagong, Khulna Org-Quest Research Limited F2F 1000 2011
Belarus Minsk, Gomel, Mogilev Market Research & Polls - EURASIA F2F 1000 2012
Belgium Brussels, Antwerpen, Gent Survey Sampling International, LLC ONLINE 1000 2011
Bolivia La Paz, Santa Cruz, Cochabamba Encuestas y Estudios F2F 1003 2009
Bosnia and Herzegovina Sarajevo, Banja Luka,  Tuzla Market Research & Polls - EURASIA F2F 1000 2012
Botswana Gaborone, Francistown, Molepolole SIS International Research F2F 1045 2012
Brazil São Paulo, Rio de Janeiro, Belo Horizonte Fine Research  CATI & F2F 850 2011
Bulgaria 6R¿D3ORYGLY9DUQD Alpha Research F2F 1024 2009
Burkina Faso Ouagadougou, Bobo-Dioulasso, Dedougou TNS-RMS Cameroun Ltd. F2F 1007 2012
Cambodia Phnom Penh, Battambang,  Kampong Cham Indochina Research Ltd F2F 1006 2011
Cameroon Douala, Yaoundé, Bamenda CIBLE F2F 1000 2011
Canada Toronto, Montreal, Vancouver Survey Sampling International, LLC ONLINE 1000 2012
Chile Santiago, Valparaíso, Concepcion Fine Research CATI 850 2011
China Shanghai, Beijing, Guangzhou WJP in collaboration with local partner F2F 1006 2011
Colombia Bogota, Medellin, Cali Statmark Group S.A. F2F 1000 2012
Cote d'Ivoire Abidjan, Bouake, San Pedro TNS-RMS Cameroun Ltd. F2F 1013 2012
Croatia Zagreb, Split, Rijeka Puls - Marketing, Media and Public Opinion CATI 1006 2009
Czech Republic Prague, Brno, Ostrava Survey Sampling International, LLC ONLINE 1001 2011
Denmark Copenhagen, Aarhus, Odense Survey Sampling International, LLC ONLINE 1000 2012
Dominican Republic Gran Santo Domingo, Santiago de los Caballeros, San Cristobal Asisa Research Group Inc. F2F 1000 2009
Ecuador Quinto, Guayaquil, Cuenca Prime Consulting F2F 1152 2012
Egypt Cairo, Alexandria, Giza FeedBack Market Research F2F 1000 2012
El Salvador San Salvador, Soyapango, Santa Ana Borge y Asociados F2F 1020 2009
Estonia Tallinn, Tartu, Narva Survey Sampling International, LLC ONLINE 1000 2011
Ethiopia Addis Ababa, Dire Dawa, Mek'ele Research Solutions Limited F2F 1019 2011
Finland Helsinki, Tempere, Turku Survey Sampling International, LLC ONLINE 1000 2012
France Paris, Marseille, Lyon Leger Marketing with local partner ONLINE 1000 2009
Georgia Tbilisi, Kutaisi, Batumi ACT Marketing  Research & Consulting F2F 1000 2012
Germany Berlin, Hamburg, Munich Survey Sampling International, LLC ONLINE 1002 2011
Ghana Accra, Kumasi, Tamale The Steadman Group (Synovate) F2F 1006 2009
Greece Athens,  Salonica, Patras Centrum S.A. CATI 1000 2012
Guatemala Guatemala City, Villa Nueva, Mixco TNS DATA, S.A. F2F 1000 2011
Hong Kong SAR, China Hong Kong IBI Partners F2F 1006 2011
Hungary Budapest, Debrecen, Miskolc SIS International Research F2F 1000 2012
India Mumbai, Delhi, Kolkata Hinduston Thompson Assoc. Pvt Ltd Division IMRB Int. F2F 1004 2009
Indonesia Jakarta, Bandung, Surabaya Synovate Indonesia F2F 1067 2009
Iran Teheran, Mashad, Isfahan FeedBack Market Research F2F 1097 2011
Italy Rome, Milan, Naples Survey Sampling International, LLC ONLINE 1000 2011
Jamaica Kingston, Portmore, Spanish Town StatMark Group S.A. F2F 1000 2011
Japan Tokyo, Yokohama, Osaka IBI Partners CATI 1000 2009
Jordan Amman, Irbid, Zarqa WJP in collaboration with local partner F2F 1011 2009
Kazakhstan Almaty, Astana, Shymkent ROMIR Holding Research LTD F2F 1000 2011
Kenya Nairobi, Mombasa, Nakuru Synovate Kenya F2F 1012 2009
Kyrgyzstan Bishkek, Osh, Jalalabd ROMIR Holding Research LTD F2F 1000 2011
Lebanon Beirut, Tripoli, Sidon FeedBack Market Research F2F 1001 2011
Liberia Monrovia WJP in collaboration with local partner F2F 1000 2009
Macedonia Skopje, Bitola, Kumanovo Market Research & Polls - EURASIA F2F 1000 2012
Madagascar Antananarivo, Antsirabe, Toamasina DCDM Research F2F 1002 2012
Malawi Lilongwe, Blantyre, Mzuzu SIS International Research F2F 1001 2012
Malaysia Kuala Lumpur, Ipoh, Johor Bahru IBI Partners F2F 1006 2011
Mexico Mexico City, Guadalajara, Monterrey On Target CATI 1000 2012
Moldova Chisinau, Balti, Cahul Market Research & Polls - EURASIA F2F 1000 2012
Mongolia Ulaanbaatar, Erdenet, Darkhan Sant Maral F2F 1000 2012
Morocco Casablanca, Rabat, Fes WJP in collaboration with local partner F2F 1000 2009
Nepal Kathmandu, Morang, Rupandehi Ipsos F2F 1015 2012
Netherlands Amsterdam, s'Gravenhage, Rotterdam RenMMatrix ONLINE 1004 2009
New Zealand Auckland, Wellington, Christchurch IBI Partners CATI 1006 2011
Nicaragua Managua, León, Esteli Statmark Group S.A. F2F 1000 2012
Nigeria Lagos, Kano, Ibadan The Steadman Group (Synovate) F2F 1001 2009
Norway Oslo, Bergen, Trondheim Survey Sampling International, LLC ONLINE 1005 2011
Pakistan Karachi, Lahore, Faisalabad Ipsos F2F 1000 2012
Panama Panama City, Colón, David Chiriquí Statmark Group S.A. F2F 1000 2012
Peru Lima, Trujillo, Arequipa IPSOS APOYO Opinion y Mercado S.A. F2F 1009 2009
Philippines Manila, Davao, Cebu IBI Partners F2F 1000 2009
Poland Warsaw, Lodz, Cracow Synovate Poland F2F 1000 2009
Portugal Lisbon, Porto, Braga Survey Sampling International, LLC ONLINE 1000 2012
Republic of Korea Seoul, Busan, Incheon Nice Research and Consulting, Inc. ONLINE 1000 2009
Romania Bucharest, Cluj-Napoca, Iasi Synovate SRL F2F 1000 2011
Russia Moscow, Saint Petersburg, Novosibirsk ROMIR Holding Research LTD F2F 1000 2011
Senegal Dakar, Thies, Diourbel TNS RMS Senegal F2F 1024 2011
Serbia Belgrade, Novi Sad,Nis Market Research & Polls - EURASIA F2F 1000 2012
Sierra Leone Freetown, Kenema, Makeni TNS-RMS Cameroun Ltd. F2F 1005 2012
Singapore Singapore Survey Sampling International, LLC ONLINE 1000 2012
Slovenia  Ljubljana, Maribor, Celje SIS International Research F2F 1000 2012
South Africa Johannesburg, Cape Town, Durban Quest Research Services F2F 1000 2009
Spain Madrid, Barcelona, Valencia Leger Marketing with local partner ONLINE 1018 2009
Sri Lanka Colombo, Negombo, Kandy Ipsos F2F 1020 2012
Sweden Stockholm, Goteborg, Malmo NORSTAT ONLINE 1003 2009
Tanzania Dar es Salaam, Mwanza, Shinyanga Consumer Options Ltd. F2F 1000 2012
Thailand Bangkok, Nonthaburi, Pak Kret IBI Partners Thailand F2F 1000 2009
Tunisia Tunis, Sfax, Sousse WJP in collaboration with local partner F2F 1000 2012
Turkey Istanbul, Ankara, Izmir Yontem Research Consultancy Ltd. F2F 1000 2009
Uganda Kampala, Mukono, Wakiso Synovate Limited F2F 1000 2011
Ukraine Kiev, Kharkiv, Dnipropetrovsk Kiev International Institute of Sociology, Ltd F2F 1010 2011
United Arab Emirates Dubai, Sharjah, Abu-Dhabi FeedBack Market Research F2F 1011 2011
United Kingdom London, Birmingham, Glasgow Survey Sampling International, LLC ONLINE 1001 2011
United States New York, Los Angeles, Chicago Survey Sampling International, LLC ONLINE 1000 2012
Uruguay Montevideo, Salto, Paysandu Statmark Group S.A. CATI 1000 2012
Uzbekistan Fergana, Samarkand, Tashkent Market Research & Polls - EURASIA F2F 1000 2012
Venezuela Caracas, Maracaibo, Barquisimeto WJP in collaboration with local partner F2F 1000 2011
Vietnam Ho Chi Minh City, Ha Noi, Hai Phong Indochina Research Ltd F2F 1000 2011
Zambia Lusaka, Kitwe, Ndola SIS International Research F2F 1004 2012
Zimbabwe Harare, Bulawayo, Chitungwiza SIS International Research F2F 1005 2012
Table 3: City Coverage and polling methodology in the 97 indexed countries
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they might not comprehend factors such 
as crime in different neighborhoods, 
which is a problem experienced on a 
daily basis by the general public. The 
second goal is to validate our findings 
by providing different perspectives on 
the same issue (see Data validation and 
cross-checks section below). In this 
way, the Index anchors expert opinion 
on rigorous polling of the general 
public to ensure that the findings 
reflect the conditions experienced by 
the population, including marginalized 
sectors of society. 
COMBINING 
SEVERAL QUESTIONS 
TO MEASURE A 
COMPLEX CONCEPT 
No single question can cover all of the 
dimensions of the concepts described 
by the different factors and sub-factors, 
WKHUHIRUH WKH :-3¶V 5XOH RI /DZ
Index measures each of the concepts 
with several variables. By combining a 
series of questions, with each reflecting 
different aspects of a particular concept, 
it is possible to create composite 
indicators that better capture the reality 
of a complex concept, such as the 
rule of law. For instance, sub-factor 
6.2 measures whether government 
regulations are applied and enforced 
without the exercise of bribery or 
improper influence. Given the large 
number of regulations emerging from 
different governmental bodies in 
each country, it is clear that no single 
question can adequately encompass this 
concept. The Index thus incorporates 
D VHULHV RI  TXHVWLRQV IDOOLQJ XQGHU
aspects of the majority of factors, but 
are tailored to suit the knowledge and 
expertise of each type of respondent. 
The questionnaires include close-
ended perception questions and several 
hypothetical scenarios with highly 
detailed factual assumptions aimed 
at ensuring comparability across 
countries. Qualified respondents 
are selected based solely on their 
professional expertise by using two 
methods. The first method involves a 
two-stage procedure. In the first stage, 
a large number of organizations are 
selected from a set of directories of law 
firms, universities/colleges, research 
organizations, and non-governmental 
organizations (NGOs). In the second 
stage, a random sample of experts 
is drawn from within the selected 
organizations. Once a sufficient number 
of potential respondents are identified, 
questionnaires are sent to the selected 
individuals. The second method builds 
on the WJP network of practitioners and 
academics- people who have provided 
significant input to the development 
of the Index. Data collection was 
conducted from May 2012 through 
October 2012. 
The Index is thus based on data from 
experts and data from the general 
public. The intent in using these two 
data sources is twofold - the first is to 
complement the information provided 
E\WKHH[SHUWV¶DVVHVVPHQWVVSHFLDOL]HG
knowledge of certain processes, actors, 
and circumstances) with that of the 
general public (different rule of law 
problems as experienced by the people). 
The underlying concept is that experts 
and lay people are knowledgeable 
about different rule of law situations. 
For instance, while experts are familiar 
with the duration of cases in courts, 
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different regulatory areas, such as 
labor, environment, public health, 
education, public registries, and 
procurement. With all this information, 
we create a composite measure that 
conveys more precisely the extent of 
bribery and corruption in regulatory 
implementation. Overall, the Index 
combines more than 400 detailed 
questions to measure the concepts 
represented in the different sub-factors 
RIWKH:-3¶V5XOHRI/DZ,QGH[
BUILDING INDICATORS 
All variables included in the Rule of 
Law Index were normalized using the 
Min-Max method, so that all variables 
are expressed in a scale from 0 (low 
rule of law) to 1 (high rule of law). 
Individual variables covering the 
same concept were averaged and then 
aggregated into sub-factors and factors 
using simple averages. These scores 
are the basis of the final rankings. In 
all cases, the base level of aggregation 
for each sub-factor is calculated with a 
weight of 50% for the QRQ variables, 
and 50% for the GPP variables.1  
DATA VALIDATION 
AND CROSS-CHECKS 
Another distinguishing feature of the 
:-3¶V 5XOH RI /DZ ,QGH[ LV WKDW LW
approaches the measurement of rule 
1 Composite indicators are subject to several sources of uncertainty, 
including sampling error, missing data, weighting, normalization, or 
aggregation rules, to mention just a few. To assess the impact of such 
uncertainties on our estimates, we asked the Joint Research Centre of the 
European Commission to perform a sensitivity analysis based a combination 
of Monte Carlo experiments, bootstrapping, and multi-modeling approaches 
[Saisana, M and Saltelli, A. (2012)]. Their analysis has demonstrated the 
UREXVWQHVVRIRXU¿QGLQJVLHWKDWSHUFHQWRIWKHFRXQWULHVVKRZDVKLIW
of less than ±1 position.
of law from various angles so as to 
improve the validity and reliability 
of the resultant scores – a method 
known as triangulation. The Rule of 
Law Index triangulates information 
across data sources and also across 
types of questions. This approach not 
only enables accounting for different 
perspectives on the rule of law, but it also 
helps to reduce possible bias that might 
be introduced by any one particular 
data collection method. In addition, the 
Index employs both a qualitative and 
quantitative methodology for cross-
checking its findings in order to identify 
discrepancies between the Index and 
other data sources. 
LIMITATIONS 
With the aforementioned methodological 
strengths come a number of limitations. 
First, the data will shed light on 
rule of law dimensions that appear 
comparatively strong or weak, but will 
not be specific enough to establish 
causation. Thus, it will be necessary to 
use the Index in combination with other 
analytical tools to provide a full picture 
of causes and possible solutions. 
Second, the methodology has been 
applied only in three major urban areas 
in each of the indexed countries. As 
the project evolves, the WJP intends 
to extend the application of the 
methodology to other urban areas, and 
eventually to rural areas as well. DA
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 N
O
TES |  
189
OTHER  
METHODOLOGICAL 
CONSIDERATIONS 
A detailed presentation of the 
methodology, including a description 
of the more than 400 variables used 
to construct the Index scores, are 
available in Botero, J and Ponce, 
A. (2012) “Measuring the Rule of 
Law 2012 Update ”. WJP Working 
Paper No. 2, available online at www.
worldjusticeproject.org.
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Part III: JRC audit on the 2012 
WJP Rule of Law Index
| 

SUMMARY 
The JRC analysis suggests that the 
conceptualized multi-level structure 
of the 2012 WJP Rule of Law Index 
is statistically coherent and balanced 
(i.e., none of the eight dimensions is 
dominated by an underlying component). 
Furthermore, the analysis has offered 
VWDWLVWLFDO MXVWL¿FDWLRQ IRU WKH HTXDO
weights and the use of arithmetic 
averaging at the various levels of 
aggregation. Country ranks across the 
eight dimensions are also fairly robust 
to methodological changes related to the 
estimation of missing data, weighting or 
DJJUHJDWLRQUXOHOHVVWKDQSRVLWLRQV
shift in 90% of the cases). 
The assessment of conceptual and 
statistical coherence of the World Justice 
Project (WJP) Rule of Law Index and 
the estimation of the impact of modeling 
FKRLFHVRQDFRXQWU\¶VSHUIRUPDQFHDUH
useful steps: they add to the transparency 
and reliability of the Index and to build 
FRQ¿GHQFH LQ WKH QDUUDWLYHV VXSSRUWHG
by the measure. Modelling the cultural 
and subjective concepts underlying rule 
of law at a national scale around the 
globe raises practical challenges related 
to the combination of these concepts 
into a single set of numbers. 
The Econometrics and Applied 
Statistics Unit at the European 
Commission Joint Research Centre in 
Ispra (Italy) has undertaken for a third 
consecutive year, upon invitation of the 
WJP, a thorough statistical assessment 
of the Index1. Fine-tuning suggestions 
made by the JRC for the previous two 
releases of the Index were already taken 
on board by the WJP. However, due to 
some re-structuring of the framework 
from 46 to 442 sub-factors and from 
479 to 516 survey questions, the WJP 
requested an audit of the Index for a 
third time. The WJP Rule of Law Index 
was assessed along two main avenues: 
the conceptual and statistical coherence 
of the structure, and the impact of key 
modeling choices on its 2012 WJR Rule 
of Law scores and ranks.
CONCEPTUAL AND 
STATISTICAL COHERENCE 
IN THE WJP RULE OF LAW 
FRAMEWORK
Country data delivered to the JRC 
were average scores across academics 
or individuals along 516 survey 
questions (henceforth variables) for 
97 countries. These variables are 
not affected by outliers or skewed 
1 The JRC analysis was based on the recommendations of the OECD 
(2008) Handbook on Composite Indicators, and on more recent research 
from the JRC. The JRC auditing studies of composite indicators are available 
at http://composite-indicators.jrc.ec.europa.eu/ 
2 A total of only 44 sub-factors accounts for the fact that neither sub-factor 
QRUDUHFRYHUHGLQWKH,QGH[
Statistical Audit
MICHAELA SAISANA AND ANDREA SALTELLI
European Commission Joint Research Centre (Ispra, Italy)
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distributions H[FHSW IRU  YDULDEOHV
spread across five dimensions in the 
WJP Rule of Law Index4. Given the 
high number of variables combined 
in building a dimension, the skewed 
distributions of those variables 
do not bias the results. The 2012 
dataset is characterized by excellent 
data coverage (96% in a matrix of 
516 variables × 97 countries). Data 
coverage per dimension and country 
is also very good or excellent. A 
further data quality issue relates to 
the treatment of missing values. The 
WJP, for reasons of transparency 
and simplicity, calculated sub-factor 
scores using only available 
information for each country. This 
choice, which is common in relevant 
contexts, might discourage countries 
from reporting low data values. 
We tested the implications of ‘no 
LPSXWDWLRQ¶ YHUVXV WKH XVH RI WKH
expectation-maximization method 
for the estimation of missing data 
and discuss this in the second part of 
the assessment together with other 
modeling choices.
Principal component analysis 
(PCA) was used to assess to which 
extent the conceptual framework is 
confirmed by statistical approaches 
and to identify eventual pitfalls. The 
analysis confirms the 2012 WJP Rule 
of Law Index structure, as within 
each of the eight dimensions the 
first latent factor captures between 
58% up to 87% of the variance (best 
result for the dimension on Absence of 
Corruption). A more detailed analysis 
of the correlation structure confirms 
 *URHQHYHOGDQG0HHGHQVHWWKHFULWHULDIRUDEVROXWHVNHZQHVV
DERYHDQGNXUWRVLVDERYH7KHVNHZQHVVFULWHULRQZDVUHOD[HGWR
µDERYH¶WRDFFRXQWIRUWKHVPDOOVDPSOHFRXQWULHV
 ,QWKH:-35XOHRI/DZ,QGH[µVXEIDFWRUV¶DUHHTXLYDOHQWWRVXE
dimensions.
the expectation that the sub-factors are 
more correlated to their own dimension 
than to any other dimension and all 
correlations are strong and positive. 
Hence, the conceptual grouping 
of sub-factors into dimensions is 
statistically supported by the data. 
Finally, the eight dimensions share 
a single latent factor that captures 
81% of the total variance. This latter 
result could be used as a statistical 
justification for aggregating further 
the eight dimensions into a single 
index by using a weighted arithmetic 
average. This is not currently done, as 
the WJP team aims to shed more light 
to the dimensions of the rule of law as 
opposed to an overall index.
Next, tests focused on identifying 
whether the eight dimensions of 
the WJP Rule of Law Index are 
statistically well-balanced in the 
underlying sub-factors. In the present 
context given that all dimensions are 
built as simple arithmetic averages 
(i.e. equal weights for the relative 
sub-factors), our analysis answers 
the question: ‘are the sub-factors 
really equally important?¶ :H XVHG
DQ µLPSRUWDQFH PHDVXUH¶ KHQFHIRUWK
Si), known as correlation ratio or first 
order sensitivity measure (Saltelli 
et al., 2008). The Si describes ‘the 
expected reduction in the variance of 
the eight dimension scores that would 
be obtained if a given sub-factor could 
EH IL[HG¶$V GLVFXVVHG LQ 3DUXROR et 
al., 2012, we can take this as a measure 
of importance5; thus if sub-factors are 
 7KH3HDUVRQFRUUHODWLRQUDWLRRU¿UVWRUGHUVHQVLWLYLW\PHDVXUHRIIHUVD
SUHFLVHGH¿QLWLRQRILPSRUWDQFHWKDWLVµWKHH[SHFWHGUHGXFWLRQLQYDULDQFH
RIWKH&,WKDWZRXOGEHREWDLQHGLIDYDULDEOHFRXOGEH¿[HG¶LWFDQEHXVHG
regardless of the degree of correlation between variables; it is model-free, 
in that it can be applied also in non-linear aggregations; it is not invasive, in 
that no changes are made to the index or to the correlation structure of the 
indicators.
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supposed to be equally important their 
Si values should not differ too much. 
Results are reassuring: all sub-factors 
are important in classifying countries 
within each dimension, though some 
sub-factors are slightly more important 
than others (see Table 4 “Table 4: 
Importance measures (variance-based) 
for the 44 sub-factors in the eight 
dimensions of the 2012 WJP Rule of 
Law Index” on page 11). Although 
still acceptable, the worst results for 
this kind of coherence analysis are: 
under Fundamental Rights dimension 
(D4), the contribution of the sub-factor 
4.1 (equal treatment and absence 
of discrimination) compared to the 
remaining sub-factors on the basis of 
the lower effective weight. Similarly, 
VXEIDFWRUV  civil conflict is 
effectively limited) and sub-factor 
7.5 (civil justice is not subject to 
unreasonable delays) have a lower 
contribution to the variance of the 
respective dimension compared to the 
other sub-factors in those dimensions. 
All together the degree of coherence of 
this version of the index is remarkable, 
i.e. all dimensions look balanced and 
coherent.   
IMPACT OF MODELING 
ASSUMPTIONS ON 
THE WJP RULE OF LAW 
INDEX RESULTS
Every dimension in the WJP Rule of 
Law Index is the outcome of choices: 
the framework (driven by theoretical 
models and expert opinion), the 
variables included, the estimation or 
not of missing values, the normalization 
of the variables, the weights assigned 
to the variables and sub-factors, and 
the aggregation method, among other 
elements. Some of these choices are 
based on expert opinion, or common 
practice, driven by statistical analysis 
or the need for ease of communication. 
The aim of the uncertainty analysis is 
to assess to what extent these choices 
might affect country classification. 
We have dealt with these uncertainties 
simultaneously in order to assess their 
joint influence and fully acknowledge 
their implications. Data are considered 
to be error-free since the WJP team 
already undertook a double-check 
Sub-factor D1 D2 D3 D4 D5 D6 D7 D8
#.1 0.95[0.93, 0.96]
0.64
[0.63, 0.72]
0.51*
[0.51, 0.56]
0.76
[0.73, 0.80]
0.81
[0.80, 0.84]
0.58
[0.56, 0.60]
0.69
[0.62, 0.74]
#.2 0.87[0.83, 0.90]
0.90
[0.85, 0.91]
0.42*
[0.42, 0.44]
0.84
[0.82, 0.89]
0.81
[0.80, 0.87]
0.91
[0.88, 0.91]
0.55
[0.55, 0.66]
0.76
[0.76, 0.82]
#.3 0.92[0.89, 0.92]
0.91
[0.88, 0.93]
0.62
[0.62, 0.71]
0.72
[0.72, 0.78]
0.73
[0.72, 0.83]
0.74
[0.71, 0.8]
0.82
[0.79, 0.84]
0.80
[0.78, 0.86]
#.4 0.81[0.80, 0.84]
0.84
[0.81, 0.87]
0.79
[0.75, 0.84]
0.81
[0.79, 0.86]
0.82
[0.80, 0.85]
0.64
[0.58, 0.71]
0.69
[0.69, 0.78]
#.5 0.72[0.71, 0.77]
0.74
[0.71, 0.82]
0.43*
[0.43, 0.52]
0.87
[0.86, 0.90]
#.6 0.80[0.75, 0.85]
0.80
[0.77, 0.82]
0.60
[0.47, 0.69]
#.7 0.83[0.80, 0.86]
0.60
[0.59, 0.68]
0.86
[0.85, 0.87]
#.8 0.65[0.65, 0.69]
Source: Saisana and Saltelli, European Commission Joint Research Centre; WJP Rule of Law 2012
Notes: (1) Numbers represent the kernel estimates of the Pearson correlation ratio (n2), as in Paruolo et al., 2012. Min-max estimates for the n2 derive 
from the choice of the smoothing parameter. (2) Sub-factors that have much lower contribution to the variance of the relevant Dimension scores than 
the equal weighting expectation are marked with an asterisk. (3) D1: Limited Government Powers, D2: Absence of Corruption, D3 Order and Security, 
D4: Fundamental Rights, D5: Open Government, D6: Regulatory Enforcement, D7: Civil Justice, D8: Criminal Justice. 
Table 4: Importance measures (variance-based) for the 44 sub-factors 
in the eight dimensions of the 2012 WJP Rule of Law Index  
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control of potential outliers and eventual 
errors and typos were corrected during 
this phase. 
The robustness assessment of the 
WJP Rule of Law Index was based 
on a combination of a Monte Carlo 
experiment and a multi-modelling 
approach. This type of assessment 
aims to respond to eventual criticism 
that the country scores associated with 
aggregate measures are generally not 
calculated under conditions of certainty, 
even if they are frequently presented 
as such (Saisana et al., 2005, 2011). 
The Monte Carlo simulation related 
to the weights and comprised 1,000 
runs, each corresponding to a different 
set of weights of the sub-factors 
underlying each dimension, randomly 
sampled from uniform continuous 
distributions centered in the reference 
values. The choice of the range for 
WKH ZHLJKWV¶ YDULDWLRQ ZDV GULYHQ E\
two opposite needs: on the one hand, 
the need to ensure a wide enough 
interval to have meaningful robustness 
checks; on the other hand, the need to 
respect the rationale of the WJP that 
the sub-factors and equally important 
when calculating a dimension. Given 
these considerations, limit values of 
uncertainty intervals have been defined 
as shown in Table 5. 
The multi-modelling approach involved 
combinations of the remaining two key 
DVVXPSWLRQV RQ WKH µQR LPSXWDWLRQ¶
of missing data and the aggregation 
formula within a dimension. The WJP 
calculated sub-factor scores using 
only available information for each 
country6. This choice (often termed as 
µQR LPSXWDWLRQ¶ ZDV FRQIURQWHG ZLWK
the application of the expectation-
maximization method for the estimation 
of the missing data7. Regarding the WJP 
assumption on the aggregation function 
(arithmetic average), and despite the fact 
that it received statistical support (see 
principal component analysis results in 
the previous section), decision-theory 
practitioners have challenged this type 
 1RWHWKDWKHUHµQRLPSXWDWLRQ¶LVHTXLYDOHQWWRUHSODFLQJPLVVLQJYDOXHV
with the average of the available data within each sub-factor.
7  The Expectation-Maximization (EM) algorithm (Little and Rubin, 2002) 
LVDQLWHUDWLYHSURFHGXUHWKDW¿QGVWKHPD[LPXPOLNHOLKRRGHVWLPDWHVRIWKH
parameter vector by repeating two steps: (1) The expectation E-step: Given 
a set of parameter estimates, such as a mean vector and covariance matrix 
for a multivariate normal distribution, the E-step calculates the conditional 
expectation of the complete-data log likelihood given the observed data and 
the parameter estimates. (2) The maximization M-step: Given a complete-
GDWDORJOLNHOLKRRGWKH0VWHS¿QGVWKHSDUDPHWHUHVWLPDWHVWRPD[LPL]HWKH
complete-data log likelihood from the E-step. The two steps are iterated until 
the iterations converge.
 Reference Alternative
 I. Uncertainty in the treatment of missing data No estimation of missing data Expectation Maximization (EM)
II. Uncertainty in the aggregation function Arithmetic average Geometric average
III. Uncertainty intervals for the sub-factor weights Reference value for the weight Distribution assigned for uncertainty analysis
1: Limited Government Powers (# 6 sub-factors) 0.167 U[0.125, 0.208]
2: Absence of Corruption (#4 sub-factors) 0.250 U[0.187, 0.312]
3: Order and Security (#3 sub-factors) 0.333 U[0.250, 0.417]
4: Fundamental Rights (#8 sub-factors) 0.125 U[0.094, 0.156]
5: Open Government  (#4 sub-factors) 0.250 U[0.187, 0.312]
6: Regulatory Enforcement (#5 sub-factors) 0.200 U[0.150, 0.250]
7: Civil Justice (#7 sub-factors) 0.143 U[0.107, 0.179]
8: Criminal Justice (#7 sub-factors) 0.143 U[0.107, 0.179]
 
Source: Saisana and Saltelli, European Commission Joint Research Centre; WJP Rule of Law 2012
Table 5: Uncertainty parameters (missing values, weights and 
aggregation function)
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of aggregation because of inherent 
theoretical inconsistencies lined to 
their fully compensatory nature, in 
which a comparative advantage of 
a few variables can compensate a 
comparative disadvantage of many 
variables. This offsetting might not be 
always desirable when dealing with 
fundamental aspects of a concept such 
as rule of law. Hence, we considered 
the geometric average instead, 
which is a partially compensatory 
approach8. Consequently, we tested 
four models based on the combination 
of no imputation versus expectation-
maximization and arithmetic versus 
geometric average. Combined with the 
1,000 simulations per model to account 
for the uncertainty in the weights 
across the sub-factors, we carried out 
altogether 4,000 simulations. 
The main results of the uncertainty 
analysis are provided in Figure 1, 
which shows median ranks and 90% 
intervals computed across the 4,000 
Monte Carlo simulations for Absence of 
Corruption (D2, one of the most robust 
dimensions) and for Order and Security 
(D3, one of the least robust dimensions). 
Countries are ordered from best to 
worst according to their reference rank 
in the WJP (black line), the dot being 
the simulated median rank. Error bars 
represent, for each country, the 90% 
interval across all simulations. Ranks in 
all eight dimensions are very robust to 
the modeling assumptions: 90 percent 
of the countries shift with respect to the 
simulated median less than ± 2 positions 
in Limited Government Powers (D1) and 
Absence of Corruption (D2); less than ± 
3 positions in Regulatory Enforcement 
8 In the geometric average, sub-factors are multiplied as opposed to 
summed in the arithmetic average. Sub-factor weights appear as exponents 
in the multiplication. To avoid close to zero values biasing the geometric 
average, we re-scaled linearly the sub-factors scores to a minimum of 0.1.
(D6), Civil Justice (D7) and Criminal 
Justice (D8); less than ± 4 positions in 
Fundamental Rights (D4); less than ± 5 
positions in Open Government (D5); less 
than ± 6 positions in Order and Security 
(D3). 
The fact that the dimension on Absence 
of Corruption (D2) is one of the most 
robust in the WJP Rule of Law Index 
with respect to modeling assumptions 
and also very coherent (as discussed 
in the previous section, see Table 4) 
Figure 9: Uncertainty analysis
(WJP dimension ranks vs. median rank, 90% intervals)
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is all the more noteworthy given its 
inclusion in the Corruption Perception 
Index of Transparency International (as 
one of the thirteen measures describing 
perception of corruption in the public 
sector and among politicians). 
Overall across all 97 countries and 
eight dimensions of the rule of law, 
WKHUH LVDQDEVROXWHVKLIWRI OHVV WKDQ
positions with respect to the simulated 
median rank in 90% of the cases. Note 
that in the 2011 release of the index 
(66 countries) the respective shift was 
merely 1 position for 90% of the cases. 
This should not be interpreted as the 
2012 being less robust given the higher 
number of countries included this year 
(97 in 2012, over 66 in 2011). 
Simulated 90% intervals across 4,000 
Monte Carlo runs are narrow enough 
for most countries (less than 6 positions 
in 75% of the cases) to allow for 
meaningful inferences to be drawn. Few 
countries have relatively wide intervals 
(more than 15 positions): none on D1; 
Thailand on D2; Ethiopia, Indonesia, 
Iran, Jamaica, Jordan, Philippines and 
6UL/DQNDRQ'QRQHRQ'$OEDQLD
China, Iran, Madagascar, Malaysia, 
Senegal, Sri Lanka, and UAE on D5; 
none on D6; Croatia and Madagascar on 
D7; Peru on D8. These relatively wide 
intervals are due to compensation of 
low performance on some sub-factors 
with a very good performance on other 
sub-factors in a given dimension (see 
country profiles in the main part of the 
report). These cases have been flagged 
herein as part of the uncertainty analysis 
in order to give more transparency in 
the entire process and to help appreciate 
the WJP Rule of Law Index results with 
respect to the choices made during the 
development phase. 
CONCLUSION
The JRC analysis suggests that the 
conceptualized multi-level structure 
of the 2012 WJP Rule of Law Index 
is statistically coherent and balanced 
(i.e., none of the eight dimensions 
is dominated by an underlying 
component). Furthermore, the analysis 
has offered statistical justification 
for the equal weights and the use of 
arithmetic averaging at the various 
levels of aggregation – which should 
not be taken for granted when linear 
aggregation is concerned. Country 
ranks across the eight dimensions are 
also fairly robust to methodological 
changes related to the estimation of 
missing data, weighting or aggregation 
UXOHOHVVWKDQSRVLWLRQVVKLIWLQ
of the cases). A hypothetical aggregated 
Rule of Law Index would also appear 
statistically justified given the data. 
Finally, the fact that the dimension on 
Absence of Corruption is especially 
coherent and robust in the WJP Rule 
of Law Index is noteworthy given its 
inclusion in the Corruption Perception 
Index of Transparency International.
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Part IV: Contributing Experts | 

Contributing Experts
The WJP Rule of Law Index 2012 
was made possible by generous 
pro-bono contribution of academics 
and practitioners who contributed their 
time and expertise. The names of those 
experts wishing to be acknowledged 
individually listed in the following 
pages.
This report was also made possible by 
the work of the polling companies who 
conducted fieldwork, and the thousands 
of individuals who have responded 
to the general population poll (GPP) 
around the world.
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Whitney and Betty MacMillan Center for International and Area Studies, Yale 
University; The Center on Democracy, Development, and the Rule of Law, 
Stanford University; The Legal Department of Hewlett-Packard Limited; The 
Legal Department of Microsoft Corporation; American Bar Association Section of 
Environment, Energy, and Resources; American Bar Association Section of Health 
Law; American Bar Association Section of Intellectual Property Law; American 
Bar Association Section of International Law; Vera Institute of Justice; Altus 
Global Alliance; APCO Worldwide; and Fleishman-Hillard. 
WJP Rule of Law Index 2012 main financial supporters: The William H. Neukom 
and the Neukom Family Foundation, Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation, and 
LexisNexis.
WJP Honorary Chairs, Financial Supporters, and Sponsoring Organizations listed 
in the last section of this report. 
The polling companies and research organizations listed on page 187, and the 
contributing experts listed in the previous section.
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About the WJP | 

The World Justice Project, an 
independent, non-profit organization, 
develops communities of opportunity 
and equity by advancing the rule of law 
worldwide. 
The rule of law helps people and 
communities thrive. Effective rule of 
law helps reduce corruption, improve 
public health, enhance education, lift 
people from poverty and protect them 
from injustices and dangers large and 
small. The World Justice Project is one 
RI WKH ZRUOG¶V IRUHPRVW UHVRXUFHV RQ
the importance of the rule of law. 
The World Justice Project engages 
leaders in countries across the globe and 
from all work disciplines to advance the 
rule of law. Our work spurs government 
reforms, it develops practical on-the-
ground programs that support the rule 
of law and it increases understanding 
of how the rule of law is important to 
people and the communities where they 
live. 
Founded by William H. Neukom in 
2006 as a presidential initiative of the 
American Bar Association (ABA), and 
with the initial support of 21 other 
strategic partners, The World Justice 
Project transitioned into an independent 
F QRQSURILW RUJDQL]DWLRQ
in 2010. Its offices are located in 
Washington, DC, and Seattle, WA USA.
GOALS AND 
PROGRAM AREAS
Advancing the rule of law around 
the world is the central goal of the 
World Justice Project. Establishing 
the rule of law is fundamental to 
achieving communities of opportunity 
and equity - communities that offer 
sustainable economic development, 
accountable government, and respect 
for fundamental rights. Without the rule 
of law, medicines do not reach health 
facilities due to corruption; women 
in rural areas remain unaware of their 
rights; people are killed in criminal 
violence; corrupt governments divert 
public resources needed for public 
ZRUNV DQG EXVLQHVVHV¶ FRVWV LQFUHDVH
because of expropriation risk. The rule 
of law is the foundation to improving 
public health, safeguarding fundamental 
human rights, ensuring security, and 
fighting poverty.
7KH :-3¶V GHILQLWLRQ RI WKH UXOH RI
law is organized under four universal 
principles and is derived from 
established international standards and 
norms:
 » 7KHJRYHUQPHQWDQGLWVRI¿FLDOVDQG
agents are accountable under the 
law;
 » The laws are clear, publicized, stable 
and fair, and protect fundamental 
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rights, including security of persons 
and property;
 » The process by which the laws are 
enacted, administered, and enforced 
LVDFFHVVLEOHIDLUDQGHI¿FLHQWDQG
 » Justice is provided by competent, 
ethical, and independent 
representatives and neutrals who are 
RI VXI¿FLHQWQXPEHUKDYHDGHTXDWH
UHVRXUFHVDQGUHÀHFWWKHPDNHXSRI
the communities they serve. 
7KLVGH¿QLWLRQKDVEHHQWHVWHGDQGUH¿QHG
through extensive consultations with 
experts from around the world.
The work of the World Justice Project 
is founded on two premises: the rule of 
law is the foundation of communities of 
opportunity and equity and multidisciplinary 
collaboration is the most effective way 
to advance the rule of law. Everyone is a 
stakeholder in advancing justice.
The Project has three complementary 
programs: Research and Scholarship, The 
World Justice Project Rule of Law Index, 
and Mainstreaming practical on-the-ground 
programs to extend the rule of law.
 » 7KH:-3¶V0DLQVWUHDPLQJLQLWLDWLYHV
strive to make rule of law advancement 
as fundamental to the thinking and 
work of other professionals as it is 
to lawyers and judges. One of the 
ways the WJP achieves reforms in 
rule of law is through on-the-ground 
programs conducted with leaders 
of government, businesses, civil 
society and individuals across work 
disciplines in countries throughout 
the world. The WJP convenes these 
OHDGHUV WR ¿QG FRPPRQ JURXQG
to examine how the fundamental 
importance of the rule of law matters 
in the everyday lives of people 
in their own communities and to 
incubate rule of law reforms. Since 
2006, the WJP has held three World 
Justice Forums and nine regional 
RXWUHDFKPHHWLQJVRQ¿YHFRQWLQHQWV
attracting hundreds of leaders from 
more than one hundred countries.
 » The WJP Rule of Law Index is 
an innovative assessment tool 
designed to provide a detailed and 
comprehensive picture of the extent 
to which countries adhere to the 
rule of law in practice. The Index 
provides detailed information and 
original data regarding a variety 
of dimensions of the rule of law, 
which enables stakeholders to 
DVVHVV D QDWLRQ¶V DGKHUHQFH WR WKH
rule of law in practice, identify a 
QDWLRQ¶V VWUHQJWKV DQG ZHDNQHVVHV
in comparison to similarly situated 
countries, and track changes over 
time.
 » Research and Scholarship program: 
The WJP supports rigorous research 
that examines the contributions of 
the rule of law to various aspects 
of economic, political, and social 
development and sheds new light 
on how to strengthen the rule of 
law. The WJP scholarship program 
is co-chaired by Robert L. Nelson, 
the MacCrate Research Chair in the 
Legal Profession at the American 
Bar Foundation, and Margaret Levi, 
the Jere L. Bacharach Professor 
of International Studies at the 
University of Washington. The 
Scholarship program is currently 
pursuing an ambitious research 
agenda studying the effectiveness of 
the rule of law in various domains 
of social life, the interdependencies 
among the institutional components 
of the rule of law, and the causal 
mechanisms by which the rule of law 
affects economic and political life.2
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Honorary Chairs
The World Justice Project has the support 
of outstanding leaders representing a 
range of disciplines around the world. 
The Honorary Chairs of the World 
Justice Project are:
Madeleine Albright, Giuliano Amato, 
Robert Badinter, James A. Baker 
III, Cherie Blair, Stephen G. Breyer, 
Sharan Burrow, David Byrne, Jimmy 
Carter, Arthur Chaskalson, Hans Corell, 
Hilario G. Davide, Jr., Hernando de 
Soto, Adama Dieng, William H. Gates, 
Sr., Ruth Bader Ginsburg, Richard J. 
Goldstone, Kunio Hamada, Lee H. 
Hamilton, Mohamed Ibrahim, Hassan 
Bubacar Jallow, Tassaduq Hussain 
Jillani, Anthony M. Kennedy, Maria 
Livanos Cattaui, Beverley McLachlin, 
George J. Mitchell, John Edwin Mroz, 
,QGUD 1RR\L 6DQGUD 'D\ 2¶&RQQRU
Ana Palacio, Colin L. Powell, Roy L. 
Prosterman, Richard W. Riley, Mary 
Robinson, Petar Stoyanov, Richard 
Trumka, Desmond Tutu, Antonio 
Vitorino, Paul A. Volcker, Harold Woolf, 
Andrew Young, Zhelyu Zhelev.
Board of Directors
Sheikha Abdulla Al-Misnad, Emil 
Constantinescu, Ashraf Ghani, William 
C. Hubbard, Suet-Fern Lee, Mondli 
Makhanya, William H. Neukom, Ellen 
Gracie Northfleet, James R. Silkenat.
Officers and Staff
William C. Hubbard, Chairman of the 
Board; William H. Neukom, Founder, 
President & CEO; Deborah Enix-Ross, 
Vice President; Suzanne E. Gilbert, Vice 
President; James R. Silkenat, Director 
& Vice President; Lawrence B. Bailey, 
Secretary and Treasurer; Gerold W. 
Libby, General Counsel.
Staff: Juan Carlos Botero, Executive 
Director; Sophie Barral, April Baskin, 
Eric Black, Ted Carroll, Nabiha 
Chowdhury, Ana Victoria Cruz, Alex 
Davis, Eric Florenz, Radha Friedman, 
Dorothy Garcia, Sophie Gebreselassie, 
Dwight Gee, Sharan Grewal, Paula 
Guevara, Margaret Halpin, Sarah 
Long, Joel Martinez, Bethany McGann, 
Angeles Melano Paz, Aisha Minhas, 
Doreen Ndishabandi, Alejandro Ponce, 
Christine Pratt, Kelly Roberts, Liz Ross, 
Steve Ross, Joshua Steele, Nancy Ward, 
and Jennifer Wilmore.
Financial Supporters
Foundations: Bill & Melinda Gates 
Foundation; William H. Neukom & 
Neukom Family Foundation; Ewing 
Marion Kauffman Foundation; Ford 
Foundation; GE Foundation; Oak 
Foundation; William and Flora Hewlett 
Foundation; Carnegie Corporation of 
New York; National Endowment for 
Democracy; Gordon and Betty Moore 
Foundation; The Edward John and 
Patricia Rosenwald Foundation; Allen & 
Overy Foundation; Judson Family Fund 
at The Seattle Foundation; Chase Family 
Philanthropic Fund. 
Corporations: Microsoft Corporation; 
Hewlett-Packard Company; LexisNexis; 
Anonymous; Google, Inc.; Intel Corporation; 
Johnson & Johnson; Merck & Co., Inc.; The 
Boeing Company; Wal-Mart Stores, Inc.; 
General Electric Company; McKinsey & 
Company, Inc.; Texas Instruments, Inc.; 
Viacom International Inc.; E. I. du Pont de 
Nemours and Company; PepsiCo.
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Law Firms: K&L Gates; Nelson 
Mullins Riley & Scarborough LLP; 
Boies, Schiller & Flexner, LLP; 
Winston & Strawn LLP; Allen & 
Overy LLP; Fulbright & Jaworski LLP; 
Hunton & Williams; Drinker Biddle 
& Reath LLP; Sullivan & Cromwell 
LLP; White & Case LLP; Garrigues 
LLP; Haynes and Boone, LLP; Mason, 
Hayes+Curran; Cochingyan & Peralta 
Law Offices; Gómez-Acebo & Pombo; 
Holland & Knight LLP; Roca Junyent; 
SyCip Salazar Hernandez & Gatmaitan; 
Troutman Sanders LLP; Turner Freeman 
Lawyers; Uría Menéndez.
Governments: Irish Aid. 
Professional Firms and Trade Associations: 
American Bar Association; American 
Bar Association Business Law Section; 
American Bar Association Criminal 
Justice Section; American Bar 
Association Health Law Section; 
American Bar Association Judicial 
Division; American Bar Association 
Section of Administrative Law and 
Regulatory Practice; American Bar 
Association Section of Antitrust Law; 
American Bar Association Section of 
Dispute Resolution; American Bar 
Association Section of Environment, 
Energy, and Resources; American 
Bar Association Section of Individual 
Rights and Responsibilities; American 
Bar Association Section of Intellectual 
Property Law; American Bar 
Association Section of International 
Law; American Bar Association 
Section of Labor and Employment Law; 
American Bar Association Section of 
Litigation; American Bar Association 
Section of Real Property, Trust and 
Estate Law; American Bar Association 
Section of State and Local Government 
Law; American Bar Association Section 
of Taxation; Major, Lindsey & Africa; 
U.S. Chamber of Commerce & Related 
Entities; Welsh, Carson, Anderson & 
Stowe.
Institutions:Eastminster Presbyterian 
Church; Society of the Cincinnati.
Individual Donors: H. William 
Allen; William and Kay Allen; David 
and Helen Andrews; Anonymous; 
Keith A. Ashmus; Robert Badinter; 
Lawrence B. Bailey; Martha Barnett; 
Richard R. Barnett, Sr.; April Baskin; 
Juan Carlos Botero; Pamela A. 
Bresnahan; Toby Bright; Richard D. 
Catenacci; Valerie Colb; Lee and Joy 
Cooper; Mark S. Ellis, Deborah Enix-
Ross; R. Bradford Evans; William 
and Janet Falsgraf; Dwight Gee and 
Barbara Wright; Suzanne E. Gilbert; 
Lynn T. Gunnoe; Peter E. Halle 
and Carolyn Lamm; Harry Hardin; 
Norman E. Harned; Judith Hatcher; 
Thomas Z. Hayward, Jr.; Benjamin 
H. Hill, III; Claire Suzanne Holland; 
R. Thomas Howell, Jr.; William C. 
and Kappy Hubbard; R. William Ide, 
III; Marina Jacks; Patricia Jarman; 
George E. Kapke; Myron and Renee 
Leskiw; Paul M. Liebenson; Iris 
Litt; Hongxia Liu; Roderick and 
Karla Mathews; Lucile and Gerald 
McCarthy; M. Margaret McKeown; 
Leslie Miller; Liliana Moreno; Robert 
Nelson; William H. Neukom; Scott 
F. Partridge; J. Anthony Patterson, 
Jr.; Lucian T. Pera; Maury Poscover; 
Llewelyn G. Pritchard; Michael Reed; 
Joan and Wm. T Robinson III; Erik A. 
Schilbred; James R. Silkenat; Rhonda 
Singer; Thomas Smegal; Ann and Ted 
Swett; Joan Phillips Timbers; Nancy 
Ward; H. Thomas Wells.
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Strategic Partners
The World Justice Project is partners 
with organizations that provide global 
leadership in a variety of disciplines. 
The list of partnering organizations 
continues to expand, increasing in its 
ability to represent disciplines and 
world regions. The current strategic 
partners of the World Justice Project 
are: American Bar Association; 
American Public Health Association; 
American Society of Civil Engineers; 
Arab Center for the Development 
of the Rule of Law and Integrity; 
Avocats Sans Frontières; Canadian Bar 
Association; Club of Madrid; Hague 
Institute for the Internationalisation 
of Law; Human Rights First; Human 
Rights Watch; Inter-American Bar 
Association; International Bar 
Association; International Chamber 
of Commerce; International Institute 
for Applied Systems Analysis; 
International Organization of 
Employers; International Trade Union 
Confederation; Inter-Pacific Bar 
Association; Karamah: Muslim Women 
Lawyers for Human Rights; Landesa; 
NAFSA: Association of International 
Educators; Norwegian Bar Association; 
People to People International; 
The World Council of Religious 
Leaders; Transparency International 
USA; U.S. Chamber of Commerce; 
Union Internationale des Avocats; 
World Federation of Engineering 
Organisations; World Federation of 
Public Health Associations.
For further details, visit: 
www.worldjusticeproject.org.
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“Laws of justice which Hammurabi, the wise king, established… That the strong might not injure the 
weak, in order to protect the widows and orphans..., in order to declare justice in the land, to settle all 
disputes, and heal all injuries.”
CODEX HAMMURABI
“I could adjudicate lawsuits as well as anyone. But I would prefer to make lawsuits unnecessary.” 
ANALECTS OF CONFUCIUS 
“The Law of Nations, however, is common to the entire human race, for all nations have established 
for themselves certain regulations exacted by custom and human necessity.”
CORPUS JURIS CIVILIS
“Treat the people equally in your court and give them equal attention, so that the noble shall not 
aspire to your partiality, nor the humble despair of your justice.”
JUDICIAL GUIDELINES FROM ‘UMAR BIN AL-KHATTAB, THE SECOND KHALIFA OF ISLAM
“No freeman is to be taken or imprisoned or disseised of his free tenement or of his liberties or free 
customs, or outlawed or exiled or in any way ruined, nor will we go against such a man or send 
against him save by lawful judgement of his peers or by the law of the land. To no-one will we sell or 
deny or delay right or justice.”
MAGNA CARTA
“Good civil laws are the greatest good that men can give and receive. They are the source of morals, 
the palladium of property, and the guarantee of all public and private peace. If they are not the foun-
dation of government, they are its supports; they moderate power and help ensure respect for it, as 
though power were justice itself. They aﬀect every individual; they mingle with the primary activities 
of his life; they follow him everywhere. They are often the sole moral code of a people, and they are 
always part of its freedom. Finally, good civil laws are the consolation of every citizen for the sacrifices 
that political law demands of him for the city, protecting, when necessary, his person and his property 
as though he alone were the whole city.”
JEAN-ÉTIENNE-MARIE PORTALIS. DISCOURS PRÉLIMINAIRE DU PREMIER PROJET DE CODE CIVIL
“All human beings are born free and equal in dignity and rights… Everyone is entitled to all the rights 
and freedoms set forth in this Declaration, without distinction of any kind, such as race, colour, sex, 
language, religion, political or other opinion, national or social origin, property, birth or other status.”
UNIVERSAL DECLARATION OF HUMAN RIGHTS
ISBN (print): 978-0-9882846-2-3
“The rule of law is the foundation for communities of opportunity and equity—it is the predicate for 
the eradication of poverty, violence, corruption, pandemics, and other threats to civil society.”
WILLIAM H. NEUKOM, FOUNDER, PRESIDENT AND CEO OF THE WORLD JUSTICE PROJECT
“The Rule of Law Index provides an unparalleled mechanism to help understand how law functions 
in countries around the world and assess where there are areas for improvement or praise. It is ripe 
with original, independent, and interesting data – some surprising and some that finally conf irms 
what societies have known intuitively for a long time. In all cases, I am optimistic that the Index will 
advance necessary debates to improve the policies, procedures, and practices that shape rule of law 
around the world.”
BILL GATES SR., CO-CHAIR, BILL & MELINDA GATES FOUNDATION
“As the most comprehensive measurement tool currently available to legal and judicial reformers, the 
Rule of Law Index highlights the strengths and weaknesses of national systems, thereby enabling com-
parisons among countries within a region or of similar GDP and, hopefully, will be widely accepted as 
a means of improving judicial services.”
ELLEN GRACIE NORTHFLEET, FORMER CHIEF JUSTICE OF BRAZIL
“When we talk about the rule of law, we mean more than adherence to the laws of the country what-
ever they may be. There has to be a substantial content to the law itself. If the rule of law is to have 
any meaning at all, as a constitutional principle, it must have a substantial element of protection of 
fundamental rights. And that is one of the great values, I believe, of the WJP Rule of Law Index. Where 
there’s a culture of respect for the rule of law, it is a bulwark against injustice.”
ARTHUR CHASKALSON, FORMER CHIEF JUSTICE OF SOUTH AFRICA
“As an educator, I’m convinced that access and equity in higher education isn’t possible in regions 
where a cogent Rule of Law is absent; as an epidemiologist, I have been most sensitive to the Index’s 
development as a statistical tool which will have a wide ranging impact.”
HARRIS PASTIDES, PRESIDENT OF THE UNIVERSITY OF SOUTH CAROLINA
